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Dear Reader: 

The document accompanying this letter is the Proposed Arizona Strip District Resource Management Plan and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). This FEIS analyzes the impacts expected from implementing the 
Proposed Arizona Strip RMP. The plan, if approved, will guide the BLM in its management of the Arizona Strip District, 
covering parts of Mohave and Coconino counties. 

The Proposed Arizona Strip RMP is a modified version of the preferred alternative analyzed in the Draft Arizona Strip 
RMP/EIS published in November 1989. 

Any participant in this planning effort who has an interest which is or may be adversely affected by the approval of the 
Proposed RMP, or any part of it, may protest such approval. The protest may raise only those issues which were 
submitted for the record during the planning process. 

Protests must be in writing and filed with the Director (760), Bureau of Land Management, Room 909, Premier Building, 
18th and C Streets NW, Washington D.C. 20240, by the date stamped on the title page following this letter. 

Protests must include the following information: 1) The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the 
person filing the protest; 2) A statement of the issue or issues being protested; 3) A statement of the part or parts of the 
plan being protested; 4) Acopy of all documentsaddressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the planning 
process by the protesting party or an indication of the date the issue or issues were discussed for the record; 5) A 
concise statement explaining why the State Director’s decision is believed to be wrong. 

Except for any portions under protest, the Proposed RMP will become final after thirty (30) days. A Record of Decision 
(ROD) will be prepared documenting the final decision of the State Director. The ROD will be made available to the 
public through a Federal Register notice. 

I wish to thank all of you who have participated in this planning effort and to encourage you to take part again at the next 
opportunity. 

Arizona Strip District Manager 



SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

This proposed resource management plan (RMP) 
and environmental impact statement (EIS) identifies 
management prescriptions for managing public lands 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) on the Arizona Strip District. The RMP/EIS 
provides direction for managing public land resources 
in the Shivwits and Vermillion Resource Areas through 
the year 2005. 

BLM’s land use planning is accomplished under 
the authority of and in accordance with the Federal 
Land Policv and Manaaement Act of 1976 (FLPMA). 
The planwas prepared by an interdisciplinary planning 
team composed of a variety of specialists and the 
district management team. The plan is the result of a 
concentrated step-by-step planning effort over the 
past three years with substantial public involvement. 
The BLM Arizona State Office also provided technical 
assistance and review. 

THE PLANNING AREA 

The planning area, hereafter referred to as the 
district, encompasses about 2.8 million acres of public 
lands in the northwest corner of Arizona known as the 
Arizona Strip (Map S-l). Isolated from the rest of 
Arizona by the deep canyons of the Colorado River, 
this area is geographically, culturally, and economically 
linked with southern Utah. The district encompasses 
the northern portion of Mohave and Coconino counties 
and includes large blocks of public land administered 
by BLM. 

The district has few communities and a low 
population. The only permanent residents live in small 
communities near the Utah and Nevada borders and 
along Highway 89A in House Rock Valley. 

This distinctive part of Arizona has a special appeal 
to many people and is unique in many ways. The 
Grand Canyon limits accessibility from the south, and 
unimproved roads discourage use from the north. 
Spectacular scenic vistas are common and remoteness 
and solitude can be found among rough scenic canyons 
and occasional stands of ponderosa pine. Approx- 
imately265,600 acres of public lands have been desig- 
nated by congress as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System and are managed by BLM. 

S-l 

A wide variety of multiple uses occur within the 
district, with public use has increasing steadily over 
the years. The principal industries using public lands 
are ranching, tourism and mineral exploration and 
devel-opment. Livestock grazing has been, and 
continues to be, a major use of public lands since the 
1880s. Over 135 ranchers graze 23,485 cattle annually 
on the district. 

The district provides a wide array of dispersed 
recreation opportunities, ranging from sight-seeing by 
vehicle to wilderness backpacking. The primary 
attraction of the Strip is the opportunity to engage in 
recreational activities in remote, unregulated settings. 
In contrast, the Strip is surrounded by nationally 
significant recreation areas administered by the National 
Park Servicewhich offer similar spectacular vistas, but 
in more regulated environments. The remoteness of 
the Strip complements the recreation experience of 
the region. 

Uranium exploration and development have 
occurred over the past decade. The uranium mined to 
date has been in unique breccia pipe structures. Due 
to the vertical columnar structure of the breccia pipe, 
mining occurs underground. Typical surface disturb- 
ance for this type of mine is 15 to 20 acres per mine. 
The estimated cumulative area disturbed by uranium 
exploration and development from 1980 through 1988 
is 766 acres. 

THE PLANNING PROCESS 

The RMP/EIS is prepared in accordance with the 
BLM planning regulations. Decisions in this RMP will 
update or, in many cases, replace land use planning 
decisions in the Shiv-wits and Vermillion Resource 
Area Management Framework Plans (MFPs). 

The RMP/EIS responds to resdving issues identified 
during the scoping process. The original issues included 
lands, recreation, minerals, access, cultural resources 
and special designations. However, the plan addresses 
most public land uses. The plan focus has changed, 
due to additional public comments, to more fully 
address forest management. 

Objectives and guidelines were established as an 
integral part of the planning process to guide the 
development of the proposed RMP. Prominent dis- 
trictwide objectives are as follows: 
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- Manage for multiple use 

- Protect unique features and special resource values 

- Maintain remote/backcountry character 

- Cooperate with other agencies having jurisdiction 
on adjacent lands 

Recognizing that some public lands are more 
sensitive to multiple uses than others because of spec- 
ial qualities, concerns, or conflicts, two general types 
of areas (area A and area B) were identified in the 
planning process. Guidelines were developed for 
these areas to guide RMP decisions. Even though 
these areas are not management designations or 
management units, the decisions for these areas 
complement and meet the objectives and guidelines 
for the specific geographic area. 

ALTERNATIVES 
CONSIDERED 

Four alternative plans were developed for the draft 
RMP/EIS after considering a wider range of alternatives. 
During scoping an alternative was suggested that 
would include large areas withdrawn from mineral 
entry. However, this proposal was rejected because 
withdrawals were not warranted and the alternative 
would not be consistent with the Bureau’s mission. 

PROPOSED RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The proposed RMP represents a diverse combi- 
nation of balanced uses. It provides a responsive 
approach to the planning issues, resolution of conflicts, 
special management area designation and cooperation 
with adjacent federal and state land managing agencies 
and private lands (Map S-2). 

Current multiple uses would continue, but may be 
constrained due to management or enhancement of 
other resource values. No new lands have been with- 
drawn from mineral entry. Multiple uses that occur 
include, but are not limited to diverse kinds of recreation, 
livestock grazing, mineral exploration and development, 
wildlife development and utilization, watershed, wild 

burros, woodland products, forest management, 
designated wilderness, cultural resources, visual re- 
sources, riparian, special status species, rights-of- 
way, and community expansion needs. 

Thirteen special management areas, ten areas of 
critical environmental concern (ACECs) and three 
resource conservation areas (RCAs), are included in 
the proposed RMP. These areas remain open to 
muftiple use, but more intense management is proposed 
to preserve the areas special values. The special 
management areas and the special values and acreages 
involved are listed in Table S-l. 

Following is a brief overview of each proposed 
RMP planning issue: 

Lands 

About 25,188 acres near existing communities 
would be available to meet long-term public goals/ 
plans. Active acquisition and exchange programs are 
proposed to acquire 161,800 acres of state lands. The 
city of Page, Arizona anticipates the need for expanded 
airport facilities within the next decade. BLM would 
continue to work with city and county officials, the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and other 
agencies in considering and evaluating possible sites. 
Ferry Swale, identified as a possible airport site, would 
not be made available until all reasonable sites located 
in Arizona, Utah and the Navajo Nation have been 
assessed. If Ferry Swale is documented as the best 
airport site, the BLM would further consider the proposal. 

Recreation 

Diverse kinds of dispersed recreation opportunities 
would be provided over most of the district. Management 
on 838,000 acres would be under visual resource 
management (VRM) Class II guidelines. In theseareas 
remote backcountry characteristics and associated 
recreation values would be maintained. 

Minerals 

Lands available for mineral development would 
continue to be open to mineral activities. Mineral 
activities would be subject to special reclamation 
stipulations similar to those used by existing uranium 
mining companies. These stipulations would help 
preserve the natural characteristics of the Strip. 

s-2 



Access 

All of the district would receive some form of off- 
highway vehicle (OHV) designation such as open, 
closed, limited to existing roads and trails, or limited to 
designated roads and trails. In general, OHV would 
become more regulated. One small area would be 
open for unrestricted OHV use. (See Appendix 19 for 
OHV designation definitions.) 

Cultural Resources 

cultural resources (Table S-l). Cultural properties in 
other areas throughout the district would continue to 
be managed under current laws, regulations, and 
policies. 

Special Designations 

Special designations are proposed for thirteen 
areas (Table S-l) to manage and/or protect sensitive 
plant and animal species, cultural resources, scenic 
and riparian values. The designations would provide 
focused management to ensure the special resource 
values are preserved. Six areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs) 

would be established tofocus priority management on 

/ \ 
TABLE S-l 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS PROPOSED FOR 
THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Areas Resource 

Areas Of Critical Environmental Concern (10) 

Acres 

Beaver Dam Slope 
Virgin River Gorge 
Little Black Mountain 
Fort Pierce 
Marble Canyon 
Johnson Spring 
Lost Spring Mountain 
Moonshine Ridge 
Witch Pool 
Nampaweap 

SUBTOTAL 

Desert Tortoise 
Scenic, Riparian 
Cultural Resources 
Endangered Cacti, Critical Watershed 
Endangered Cacti 
Cultural Resources, Endangered Cacti 
Cultural Resources, Endangered Cacti 
Cultural Resources, Endangered Cacti 
Cultural Resources 
Cultural Resources 

20,800 
8,100 

200 
900 

10,700 
2,400 
9,800 
5,500 

260 
550 

59,210 

Resource Conservation Areas (3) 

Parashant Wildlife, Scenic, Recreation, Grazing, 37,000 
Watershed 

Mt. Trumbull Wildlife, Scenic, Recreation, Cultural, 79,000 
Ponderosa Pine forest, Grazing, Watershed 

Paria Plateau Cultural Resources, Scenic, Recreation, 227,000 
Watershed, proximity to Wilderness 

SUBTOTAL 343,000 

GRAND TOTAL 402,210 
. / 
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CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE AND NEED L 

This Arizona Strip District resource management 
plan/environmental impact statement (RMP/EIS) will 
guide BLM’s management of2.8 million acres of public 
lands in the Shivwits and Vermillion Resource Areas 
through the year 2005. Sections 102 and 202 of the 
Federal Land Policv and Manaaement Act (FLPMA) 
require the Secretary of the Interior to develop land 
use plans for all public lands. This RMP/EIS conforms 
with FLPMA and BLM planning regulations, 43 CFR 
1600. 

The National Environmental Policv Act (NEPA) 
requires federal agencies to prepare ElSs on major 
federal actions. Since the RMP is a major federal 
action, this RMP is accompanied by an EIS. The EIS 
documents the potential environmental impact of 
implementing the preferred RMP alternative as well as 
other alternatives and conforms to the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for imple- 
menting NEPA (40 CFR 1500). 

PURPOSE 

This RMP/EIS is focused on resolving six key 
planning issues associated with management of public 
lands on the district. These issues were identified 
during BLM’s scoping process which began on July 
22,1987 when BLM published a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
to prepare an RMP/EIS in the Federal Reoister. Following 
the issuance of the NOI, BLM held several public 
meetings and sent RMP Advisories asking the public 
to identify issues to be considered in the RMP/EIS. A 
detailed description of the scoping process is presented 
in Chapter V, Consultation and Coordination. 

This RMP/EIS does not address two issues often 
described in land use plans. These two issues, rangeland 
management and wilderness, have been previously 
resolved on the Arizona Strip in. separate EISs. 
Rangeland management was considered in the 
Vermillion Grazing EIS (1979) and Shivwits Grazing 
EIS (1980). Decisions following the Shivwits and 
Vermillion Grazing ElSs have been adopted as 
management direction for livestock grazing in this 
RMP/EIS (Appendices 1, 2, and 3). Two draft ElSs 
were prepared on wilderness suitability in 1981 and 
1982. In the Arizona Wilderness Act of 1984, Congress 
designated 265,600 acres of BLM-administered lands 
as wilderness, completing this effort. 

Wilderness management plans (WMPs) have been 
approved for six of the areas. Currently there is a draft 
WMP for one area, and a cooperative plan is being 
drafted for the remaining area by the Forest Service 
and BLM. 

This RMP/EIS replaces land use planning decisions 
in the Sh’Mvits and Vermillion Management Framework 
Plans (MFPs). These decisions have guided BLM’s 
management of public lands on the Arizona Strip 
District for the past seven and thirteen years respectively. 
The MFP decisions that have not been completed are 
being carried forward and are incorporated into this 
RMP. Completed or obsolete decisions will be dropped. 
Chapter II summarizes MFP decisions to be carried 
forward in management guidance common to all 
alternatives. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE 
PLANNING AREA 

The district includes BLM-administered lands in 
Arizona north and west of the Colorado River to the 
Utah state line and west to the Nevada state line (Map 
S-l). Communities within the area are Page, Fredonia, 
Colorado City, and LittlefieM/Beaver Dam. Communities 
in adjoining states are Kanab and St. George in Utah 
and Mesquite in Nevada. Land holdings within the 
district consist mostly of large blocks of public lands 
administered by BLM, with several blocks of state land 
near communities scattered throughout the district. 
Private lands are concentrated mostly around the 
communities of Fredonia, Colorado City, and Littlefield/ 
Beaver Dam. One other large block of mostly uninhabited 
private land is at Mt. Trumbull, about 60 miles south of 
St. George (Map S-2). Table I-l shows land surface 
administration on the Arizona Strip. 

A vast, remote, and interesting area, the district 
consists of broad plateaus, rolling valleys, impressive 
diffs, and rugged country. This landscape is punctuated 
by mountain ranges, volcanic cones, and to the west, 
a drop-off of nearly 5,000 feet from the Grand Wash 
Cliffs to the Mohave Desert below. 

The majority of the district is located within the 
Colorado Plateau physiographic province. Only that 
portion of the district lying west of the lower Grand 
Wash Cliffs is within the Basin and Range province. 
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TABLE I-l 
Land Surface Administration, Arizona Strip 

Ownership Acres 

Federal (north of the Colorado River) 
BLM-Administered Public Lands 2,868,OOO 
North Kaibab Ranger District 655,000 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area 40,000 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 300,000 
Grand Canyon National Park 900,000 
Pipe Springs National Monument 40 
Kaibab-Paiute Indian Reservation 121,000 

State Ownership 334,000 

Private Ownership 153,000 

Total Acres 5,371,040 

NOTE: All acreages rounded to the nearest 1,000 
acres except Pipe Springs National Monument. 

\ 
Source: Arizona Strip District files 

/ 

Geological features of the area were largely carved by 
the major tributaries of the Colorado River, i.e., the 
Paria River, KanabCreek, and Virgin River. The plateau 
province is rough, ranging in elevation from 3,000 feet 
along the lower Hurricanevalleyand south St. George 
Basin to nearly 6,000 feet on the Paria Plateau. West 
of the lower Grand Wash Cliffs, typical basin and range 
type topography dominates, with irregular, elongated 
valleys bordered by ridges and escarpments Elevations 
in this area range from less than 2,000 feet near lower 
Grand Wash to 6,000 feet along the Grand Wash Cliffs. 
The two highest points on the district are Mt. Bangs in 
the Virgin Mountains and Mt. Trumbull, both reaching 
over 8,000 feet. 

Much of the public lands consist of largeacreages 
of sagebrush and pinyon-juniper. However, in the Mt. 
Trumbull, Black Rock, and Parashant areas are 15,000 
acres of ponderosa pine forests. Other common 
vegetation types include grasslands, salt desert shrub, 
mountain brush, with prominent stands of blackbrush, 
creosote bush, and Joshua trees in the low elevations. 

The public lands involved have important wildlife, 
minerals, archaeology, wilderness, and scenic, recre- 
ation, and grazing values. A number of areas in remote 
locations adjacent to the Grand Canyon National Park, 
Lake Mead and Glen Canyon National Recreation 

Areas, Kaibab National Forest, and designated wilder- 
ness areas have exceptional natural features which 
provide unique recreational experiences in backcountry 
settings. 

Thelimited anddifficult access, the remoteness of 
much ofthedistrict, and the low human population are 
a large part of its appeal and uniqueness. Except for 
a highway which crosses the deep Colorado River 
gorge at the extreme east end of the district, ground 
vehicle access from the south does not exist due to 
theGrandCanyon. Three highwayscrossthenorlhern 
boundary of the district. No paved roads extend into 
the interior, but over 5,262 miles of unpaved roadsand 
truck trails crisscross the area. 

A wide variety of multiple uses occur and public 
uses have increased steadily in recent years. The 
resources and associated public uses and industries 
are tnportant to local communities, regional economies, 
and the nation. The most prominent public uses are 
ranching, which occurs throughout the area; uranium 
exploration and development, which are concentrated 
in the Vermillion Resource Area; and dispersed 
recreation. 

PLANNING PROCESS 
OVERVIEW 

The BLM resource management planning process 
consists of nine steps described below and illustrated 
in Figure I-l. 

Step 1: Issue Identification 

This planning step is designed to identify major 
problems, concerns or opportunities associated with 
the management of public land in the RMP area. 
Issuesare identified by the public, the BLM, and other 
governmental entities. The planning process is focused 
on resolving the identified issues. 

Step 2: Planning Criteria 

Planning criteria indude policies, laws, regulations, 
and guidelines for resolving issues, developing alter- 
natives, and choosing a proposed plan. 

Step 3: Inventory and Data Collection 

Certain biological, physical, social or economic 
information needed to resolve the planning issues are 
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FIGURE I-l. Steps in the Resource Management Planning Process 

Identification of Issues, 
Concerns, and Opportunities 

Inventory Data an 
Information Collection 

Effects of Alternatives 

The life of the plan would 

be about 15 years. 

The plan would be 

amended as needed. 

/ 
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collected and analyzed. Inventory information is used 
in determining how public land resources will be affected 
under each of the alternatives. 

Step 4: Analysis of the Management 

The Management Situation Analysis (MSA) identifies 
the ways BLM manages public lands within thedistrict 
and opportunities to better manage these lands. 

Step 5: Formulation of Alternatives 

BLM formulates a range of aitematkes for managing 
resources within the district. A range of alternatives is 
developed to resolve significant planning issues and 
to address specific management concerns within the 
district. Alternatives include a preferred plan, alternative 
plans, and no action (current management). 

Step 6: Estimation of Effects 

This step involves estimating the environmental 
effects of implementing each of the alternatives. Impacts 
are estimated in order to provide a comparative 
evaluation of impacts in compliance with CEQ 
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500). 

Step 7: Selection of the Preferred 
Alternative 

BLM identifies a preferred alternative. The draft 
RMP/EIS is then prepared and distributed for public 
review. 

Step 8: Selection of Resource 
Management Plan 

BLM selects a proposed resource management 
plan after reviewing public comments and publishes it 
with a final EIS. Decisions become final after a30-day 
appeal period following the EIS publication. 

PLANNING ISSUES 

The BLM planning team used the scoping process 
to identify issues. Through media such as public 
meetings, news advisories, and direct mailings, the 
public was given the opportunity to inform the BLM 
about their concerns. The BLM planning team analyzed 
public comments and identified six major planning 
issues for resolution in the RMP/EIS. The following 
describes each issue identified for study. 

Issue 1: Lands 

Are public lands needed for community expansion 
near Littlefield, Beaver Dam, Colorado City, Fredonia, 
and Page? Should public lands be used for airports 
and reRated facilities, public buildings and parks? 

Are BLM-administered lands suitable for private 
development which can be exchanged for private 
lands that could meet long-term public and resource 
management objectives? 

Where should right-of-way corridors be retained 
or established? How wide should they be to meet 
future powerline and pipeline needs? 

Which public lands should be retained for long- 
term multiple use management? 

Issue 2: Recreation 

Should BLM manage specific areas of publiclands 
to retain their remoteness? 

Should BLM encourage recreation by improving 
roads, signing areas, or providing campgrounds, 
overlooks, etc.? Should areas be designated as open, 
limited, or closed to OHV use? Are any lands near 
communities suitable for designated OHV use areas? 

Issue 3: Minerals 
Step 9: Monitoring and Evaluation 

This step involves the collection and analysis of 
long-term resource condition and trend data to ensure 
the plan is meeting its objective of resolving identified 
issuesand achieving other desired results. Monitoring 
continues from the time the RMP is adopted until 
changing conditions require revision of the whole plan 
or any portion of it (Appendix 4; Resource Monitoring 
and Evaluation Plan). 

How can BLM manage and encourage mineral 
exploration and development and still preserve other 
resource values? What are the cumulative impacts of 
mineral exploration and mining? 

Doany areas have significant renewable resource 
valuesthat require special stipulations and can only be 
protected by restricting mineral exploration and 
development? 
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Do any areas have high mineral resource potential 
which should remain open to exploration and devel- 
opment with as few restrictions as possible? 

BASIC CRITERIA 

Issue 4: Access Basic planning criteria came from FLPMA: 

How should access be managed to meet the 
objectives of resource management? Should new 
roads be built? How should existing roads be main- 
tained? 

-followthe principlesof multiple useand sustained 
yield 

- use a systematic interdisciplinary approach, fully 
considering physical, biological, economic and social 
aspects of public land management Which areas should beacquired for access across 

public lands? 

Should any roads be closed to protect special 
resource values? 

Issue 5: Cultural Resources 

What actions should BLM take to protect cultural 
resources? 

-identify, designate, protect and specially manage 
areas of critical environmental concern 

- consider relative significance of public land 
products, services, and use to local economies 

- rely on the inventory of the public lands, their 
resources, and other values, to the extent such infor- 
mation is available 

Issue 6: Special Designations - consider present and potential uses of public 
lands 

Which lands should be designated as ACECs to 
protect important resourcevaluesorto protect human 
life and safety from natural hazards? 

Should certain areas be designated as RCAs or 
special recreation management areas (SRMAs)? 

- consider impact of federally-approved actions 
onadjacent or nearby non-federal lands and on private 
land surface over federally-owned subsurface minerals 

- consider the relative scarcity of the values involved 
and alternative means and sites for realization of those 

Should the existing Virgin River Scenic Area and 
the Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area designations be 
continued, designated as ACECs, or eliminated from 
any designations? 

values 

-weigh long-term benefits and consequences of 
proposed actions against short-term benefits and conse- 
quences 

Do the Paria and Virgin Rivers meet the eligibility 
criteria for wild and scenic river designation? - comply with applicable pollution control laws, 

including state and federal air, water, noise, and other 
pollution standards and plans 

PLANNING CRITERIA 

Planning criteria established legal parameters and 
management goals that would guide and direct the 
RMP. These criteria were developed by BLM and 
reviewed by the public to assure the planning process 
focused on the issues. The criteria were used at four 
stages of the planning process: resource inventory, 
management situation analysis, formulation of alter- 
natives, and selection of preferred alternative. 

- coordinate, to the extent consistent with public 
laws, resource planning and management programs 
of other federal departments and agencies, states and 
local governments, and Indian tribes 

- provide the public with early notices and frequent 
opportunities to participate in the preparation of plans 

-manage the public lands to prevent unnecessary 
or undue degradation of the lands. 
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SPECIFIC CRITERIA FOR 
ISSUE IDENTIFICATION 

-existing land use allocations conflict with agency 
resource management policies or guidance 

Changes in current resource management practices 
were considered for any of the following conditions: 

-existing resource management practices conflict 
with management plans, policies, and guidance of 
another federal or state surface management agency 

- management of one resource significantly con- 
strains or curtails use of another resource 

-documented public controversy regarding man- 
agement of a specific resource value indicates a man- 
agement concern. 
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CHAPTER II 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed resource management plan (RMP) 
described in this chapter was developed by a BLM 
interdisciplinary planning team. It ‘is based on the preferred 
alternative in the draft plan, but has been modified due to 
public comment and new data. The proposed RMP 
represents a complete plan to guide future management 
of the public land in the Arizona Strip District. The proposed 
RMP is summarized in tables similar toTables 11-l and II- 
2 in the draft. 

Appendix 29 shows the process used to develop the 
proposed RMP. The plan descriptions are made up of 
two major elements--existing management that would 
continue and new RMP decisions. The number and type 
of new RMP decisions were identified by reviewing the 
current management situation, public comments, BLM 
manual requirements and management direction. Making 
these determinations was based on districtwide objectives 
and specific guidance developed for lands with unique/ 
sensitive resource values and those that are common 
and less fragile. The objectives and guidance were 
developed by reviewing the various resource values and 
programs on the district. The size and shape of the 
unique/sensitive areas were modified to reflect different 
public concerns expressed during the public comment 
period for the draft RMP. 

The inter-disciplinary planning team reviewed 
information received through the public scoping process, 
comments received on the draft RMP/EIS, and other 
available information. Areas with special resourcevalues 
were evaluated for possible designation as areas of 
critical environmental concern (ACEC) designation (see 
Appendix 6), establishment of special recreation 
management areas (SRMAs) or resource conservation 
areas (RCAs). 

Most of the land use actions in this RMP would be 
implemented after the State Director’signs the RMP 
record of decision (ROD). The plan decisions become 
final with the issuance of the ROD. Implemented actions 
include designation of ACECs, utility corridor locations 
and widths, communication sites, special management 
areas, and OHV designations. Specific actions for ACECs, 
RCAs, and OHV designations will be implemented as 
site-specific management plans are developed and 
appropriate clearances made. 

Some actions cannot be implemented immediately. 
For example, mineral withdrawal revocations must be 
approved by the Secretary of the Interior. Thus, actions 
such as these may be recommended in this RMP but 
would not becomevalid until approved bythe appropriate 
authority. However, BLM intends to pursue all actions 
recommended in this proposed RMP and included in the 
record of decision. 

Other actions in the RMP require the completion of 
further detailed planning and environmental compliance 
before on-the-ground work can begin. For example, 
watershed activity plans, OHV designations, designated 
road closure plans, and forest and woodland management 
planswould need to be prepared 1:o meet RMP objectives. 
Other RMP decisions would not be implemented until 
existing activity plans were revised to comply with RMP 
objectives and decisions. This detailed planning would 
occur as personnel and funds are made available. 

PLAN OBJECTIVES 
AND GUIDELINES 

Public lands administered by the Arizona Strip District 
are rich in wildlife, archaeological, wilderness, scenic, 
recreation, mineral, and forage values. Resources include 
a major uranium industry, rapidly increasing recreation 
activities, and numerous ranching operations. These 
resources and associated public uses are important to 
local communities, regional economies, and the nation. 
Moreover, some of these public lands are adjacent to 
Grand Canyon National Park, Glen Canyon and Lake 
Mead National Recreation Areas, Kaibab National Forest 
and Kaibab Indian Reservation. Other public lands have 
unique values and special management needs which 
require evaluation as possible ACECs. 

The overall goal of the district is to provide quality 
multiple use management of public lands. The RMP 
alternative selected for implementation within the district 
will help accomplish this goal. 

General objectives have been established to ensure 
that the RMP will provide quality management direction 
that responds to the issues and meets the specific resource 
needs. In addition, a series of guidelines have been 
defined to achieve these objectives. 
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DISTRICTWIDE 
OBJECTIVES 

The following districtwlde objectives have been estab- 
lished to provide comprehensive guidance for all public 
land uses and management activities within the district: 

- manage public lands and resources under the con- 
cept of multiple use to attain the optimum combination of 
uses 

- manage public lands to balance use and conserve 
renewable resources to provide sustained productivity 

- manage public lands in a manner that responds to 
the nation’s need for domestic sources of energy, minerals, 
and livestock products from the public lands and the 
importance of these industries to local and regional 
economies 

- provide special management emphasis in areas 
with unique features or special management needs 

- maintain cooperative relations and programs with 
public land users, interest groups and other government 
agencies 

- manage for diverse recreation opportunities for the 
increasing number of visitors to public lands 

- manage livestock grazing to maintain productive 
rangelands which meet forage, watershed, and wildlife 
needs 

- encourage orderly development of mineral resources 
while protecting, to the extent practicable, non-mineral 
resources and values 

- maintain and enhance wildlife habitat to ensure 
healthy populations and natural diversity 

- protect and, as appropriate, enhance public land 
resources through the suppression and management of 
wildfires and the use of prescribed fire 

- manage floodplains to minimize damage to various 
resources and land uses 

- enforce the laws and regulations governing protection 
of public lands and visitors 

-determine ecological site conditions and potentials; 
identify the desirable plant communities attainable on 

sites for multiple-use management; and manage rangeland 
vegetation so that it becomes as productive as feasible 
for multiple-use values 

- manage acquired lands according to final RMP 
decisions in specific areas 

- maintain the open space, scenic character and re- 
moteness of public lands 

-adjust land tenure as necessary to improve federal 
land management effectiveness, improve resource values, 
and provide lands for public and private uses where 
determined to be in the highest and best use now and in 
the future 

- maintain existing access where needed to meet 
public and administrative needs 

- manage public land resources in consultation with 
adjacent federal or state management agencies to avoid 
unnecessary adverse impacts 

- manage wild burros at appropriate management 
levels to achieve a thriving natural ecological balance 

- allow new access only where needed and in the 
best public interest overall. Close and rehabilitate newly 
constructed access roads upon termination of specific 
needs 

- rehabilitate all surface disturbances to the extent 
practicable upon termination of approved uses to protect 
soil, vegetation, water and other environmental values to 
blend into surrounding terrain and settings 

- manage surface-disturbing activities to prevent 
undue or unnecessary degradation to the environment 

- use special stipulations where they are applicable 
and prudent to minimize long-term impacts to the visual 
quality. (Special stipulations would be developed during 
the Wional Environmental Policv Act (NEPA) process to 
ensure that objectives and guidelines are met. Special 
stlp&&onsttW could be included are found in Appendix 
5.) 

- acquire state and private lands that will further 
improve public land management (through exchange, 
sale or donation) where there is a willing party 

- maintain/enhance existing visual quality for all 
areas. 
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MANAGEMENT 
GUIDELINES 

Inaddition todistrictwideobjectives, guidelines have 
been developed to provide consistent management across 
public lands within the district which require different 
management intensity and emphases. These were formu- 
lated due to the existence of areas with special resource 
concerns, sensitivities, or characteristics. The following 
summarizes the management guidelines for the two 
broad land areas defined as areas A and B. Locations of 
these areas are identified on Map II-l. These areas and 
associated guidelines were used to guide development 
of the resource management alternatives. They are not 
intended to be special management areas or designations, 
but were used to help ensure consistent management in 
specific geographic areas. 

and fragile physical features. In these fragile areas, dis- 
turbances would be very difficult to reclaim and permanent 
scars on the landscape occur. With few exceptions, 
public lands in area B are more remote than those in area 
A. These lands are generally not developed and presently 
do not receive a great deal of public use. 

Management guidelines for public lands in area B 
would be focused on the maintenance/enhancement of 
various resource values while allowing for multiple use. 
BLM would manage authorized uses and prepare manage- 
ment prescriptions to protect remoteness, natural settings 
or other unique resource values. The following manage- 
ment guidelines would apply to area B: 

- close and rehabilitate roads where no obvious pub- 
lic or administrative need exists 

-designate OHV use as limited to designated roads 
and trails or closed 

Area A 

Most of the district consists of lands in area A. These 
lands contain a widevariety of resources and values that 
require continued multiple-use management. Most of 
the lands do not contain unusual characteristics and are 
not subject to unusual demands requiring special manage 

- implement special coordinated resource manage- 
ment plans to protect the fragile character and unique 
resource values of specific areas 

- permit the removal of woodland products only 
when it would enhance other resourcevalues of the area 

ment attention. 

Management guidelines for these areas would remain 
similar to current management practices which are con- 
sidered adequate. Existing laws, regulations, policies 
and procedures would be followed. The fdlowlng manage- 

- retain land in federal ownership unless specifically 
required by law 

- provide for primitive motorized and primitive non- 
motorized recreation 

ment guidelines would apply to area A: accommodate mineral material disposal, provided 

- designate OHV use as open or limited to existing 
roads and trails 

visual resource management (VRM) Class II guidelines 
are met. 

- issue commercial, non-commercial, negotiated sales, 
and free-use permits as appropriate for woodland products 
and mineral materials 

THERANGEOF 
ALTERNATIVES 

- provide for primitive motorized and primitive non- 
motorized recreation 

- transfer public lands for community expansion, 
primarily through exchange. 

Area B 

Area B includes land identified bythe publicand BLM 
as having unique resource values and special management 
needs. These lands have characteristics that include 
important scenic values, exceptional natural features 

The plan objectives and guidelines have directed the 
decisions of the RMP and influenced the proposed 
management in specific geographic areas. Even though 
the B areas are not management designations or manage- 
ment units, the guidelines helped ensure proposed 
managed actions in specific areas are complementary. 
Map II-2 shows the B guideline areas (including changes 
since the draft) and the management prescriptions designed 
to ensure that these guidelines are met. Many overlapping 
decisions have been made to meet the objectives and 
guidelines of the plan. For example, in some areas the B 
lands are designated as an ACEC, closed to OHVs, 
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managed under VRM Class II guidelines which emphasizes 
preservation of natural scenic values, contain special 
restrictions for oil and gas leasing, and are closed to 
green wood cutting. However, in other areas B land may 
have only a few management prescriptions such as 
OHVslimited todesignated roads and trailsand managed 
under VRM Class II guidelines. Of the 611,000 acres 
identified for management under the B guidelines, 402,210 
acresareincluded inaspecificmanagementdesignation, 
i.e., ACEC or RCA. The remainder of the B land is 
managed through the various resource program decisions, 
i.e., OHV management, VRM management, woodland 
harvest, etc. In either case, proposed management 
decisions are designed to meet the objectke and guidelines 
as they relate to specific areas. 

The decisions in the plan are summarized by resource 
program in Table II-1 and identified on maps at the end 
of this chapter. References to guideline areas are not 
made since they are not designationsand were only used 
to guide the development of the proposed RMP. Man- 
agement prescriptions for ACECs and RCAs are identified/ 
summarized in Table 11-2; more detailed information is 
contained in the appendices. 

ALTERNATIVES 
CONSIDERED BUT 

NOT ANALYZED 

A fifth alternative in addition to the four studied in the 
draft RMP/EIS was considered, but not chosen for detaled 
study. During scoping an alternative involving large 
numbers of areas withdrawn from mineral entry was pro- 
posed. The withdrawal areas covered much of the south- 
ern half of the district. The RMP team and management 
considered this proposed alternative, but decided not to 
analyze it further for several reasons. The reasons are 
summarized as follows: 

-During scoping, therewere somevoicedcomplaints 
about other BLM plans which they felt presented unrealistic 
alternatives, with a development alternatke, a preservation 
alternative and an alternative in the middle. The people 
requested that all alternatives be reasonable. Alternative 
3 considers withdrawals but does not consider large 
withdrawn areas because the action could not be imple- 
mented. The four alternatives presented in the draft 
represent a spread of options that the Bureau believe are 
viable and reasonable and could be implemented. 

-A major purpose of a withdrawal is to protect unique 
resource values by preventing mineral exploration and 
development. Awithdrawal of public land would be sub- 
ject to valid existing rights, including valid mining claims, 
in effect on the date of withdrawal. Much of the land 
requested for withdrawal is presently claimed; therefore, 
a withdrawal would not provide the protection desired 
and would have little effect. 

- While mineral exploration and development have 
potential impacts on wildlife, natural beauty, and recreation, 
environmental analysis and past experience have shown 
impacts to be minor and temporary. The need for large 
areas to bewithdrawn is not justified because the impacts 
would not be significant and can be mitigated by BLM 
requirements in accordance with 43 CFR 3809. 

- Many of the areas recommended for withdrawal 
were considered forwilderness designation by Congress 
in the Arizona Wilderness Act of 1984 (Public Law 98- 
406). Congress intended that lands unsuitable for wilder- 
ness designation be returned to multiple use management, 
including mineral exploration and development. 
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PROPOSED RMP 

THE PROPOSED RMP 

A diverse combination of balanced uses in the 
proposed RMP would be accommodated and managed 
inaccordancewith Federal Land Policvand Manaaement 
AcJ (FLPMA). The RMP provides a responsive approach 
to the planning issues, resolution of conflicts, the need for 
more focused management in areas with special values 
and the management objectives of adjacent federal lands. 

Current multiple uses are reflected in the proposed 
plan’s objectives and decisions. Management programs 
include diverse kinds of recreation, livestock grazing, 
mineral explorationand production, wildlifedevelopment 
and utilization, watershed, tid burros, woodland products, 
designated wilderness, rights-of-ways and community 
expansion needs. 

BLM would manage for the full array of multiple uses. 
Some areas (VRM Classes I and II) would be managed to 
protect the natural backcountry resource setting, retain 
the remote character of theareas, and preserve the irre- 
trievable and unique resource values; other areas would 
be identified to promote more traditional uses such as 
grazing, realty actions, minerals, and wildlife. 

The following describes how the plan addresses the 
six planning issues: 

Arizona, Utah and the Navajo Nation have been analyzed. 
The Ferry Swale site would have to be proven the most 
suitable both from an aviation and environmental aspect. 

A l-mile-wide right-of-way corridor (except in the 
Ferry Swale area which is l/2-mile-wide, and the Beaver 
Dam Slopes where rights-of-way would be considered 
on a case-by-case basis) containing the Navajo- 
McCullough powerline and a corridor extending from 
Rosy Canyon to Lime Kiln Canyon would be designated 
to meet major transmission needs. Seegmiller Mountain 
and Point-of-the-Rocks would be established as com- 
munication sites and physical facilities on Black Rock 
Mountain and Mt. Logan would not be expanded. 

Recreation Issue 

An objective of the plan is to preserve the open space 
and backcountry character of the area. Approximately 
611,000 acres of land are identified as having unique or 
special values (i.e., naturalness and remoteness) where 
special protective measures are proposed. Dispersed 
unregulated recreation is proposed for most of the district, 
with the exception of the Virgin River Canyon and a few 
small areas. Off-highway vehicles would be limited to 
existing roadsand trails on 1,764,OOO acres, permitted on 
designated roads and trails on 690,400 acres, and closed 
on 358,600 acres. Procedures would be initiated to des- 
ignate 1,400 acres open in a small area near Fredonia, 
Arizona. 

Lands Issue 
Minerals Issue 

Small scattered tracts of public land (7,405 acres) 
near the communities of Mesquite, Littlefield, Colorado 
City, and Fredonia have been identified for potential 
ownership transfer. These tracts meet sale criteria as 
described in Sec. 203(a) of FLPMA. These same lands 
plus an additional 17,783 acres would be for various 
public purposes and for exchange to meet long-term 
public needs. Disposals that involve habitat of species 
protected by the Endanaered Soecies Act must result in 
a net effect that is positive or neutral and does not jeopar- 
dize species recovery. The BLM would actively seek 
opportunities to acquire desert tortoise habitat where it 
would improve the likelihood of recovery. The lands 
covered by this RMP are only available for disposal as 
identified through exchange, sale or Recreationand Pub- 
lic Purposes Act. No disposals are allowed through entry 
under the agricultural land laws (Desert Land Entry, 
Indian allotment, and Carev Act). 

Lands in the Ferry Swale area would not be considered 
for an airport unless all reasonable alternative sites in 

The majority of the district would continue to be open 
to mineral exploration and development. No new with- 
drawals are proposed and those withdrawals which are 
no longer needed would be revoked. In order to assure 
that the use and development of resources on the public 
lands, including the exploration and development of min- 
eral resources, are managed in a manner which assures 
minimal impacts to unique renewable resource values, 
certain reclamation and operating requirements would 
be imposed on all operations for which approval is 
required from the Bureau. The requirements are included 
in Appendix 5 and would be used throughout the district 
as appropriate. Those locatable mineral exploration or 
development activities which exceed casual use in ACECs 
or involvethe use of motorized vehicles in areas closed to 
such use would require the prior submission and approval 
of a plan of operation. In order to protect sensitive wildlife 
species and scenic resources, seasonal and no-surface 
occupancy stipulations would be attached to certain oil 
and gas leases where the need for such stipulations exist. 
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Access Issue Cultural Resources Issue 

The existing 5,402 miles of roads within the district 
should meet most future needs. In areas with special re- 
moteness value, no new permanent roads would be 
allowed. Roads not needed for resource management 
or to protect resource values would be closed, limiting 
OHVs to designated roads and trails on 690,400 acres. 

Special Designation Issue 

Special designations are proposed to help protect 
special status plants and animals, cultural values, and 
recreational values. Ten ACECs are proposed, totaling 
59,210 acres. The entire length of the Virgin River in 
Arizona has beendetermined eligibleforwild and scenic 
river study. The Paria River has been determined suitable 
forwild and scenic riverdesignation. The Parashant, Mt. 
Trumbull/Mt. Logan areas and the Canyons and Plateaus 
of the Paria area are recommended as resource con- 
servation areas (PICAS) so their multiple use values 
would be emphasized and interpreted for public 
enjoyment. 

Six areas with significant cultural values have been 
included in ACEC designations to help ensure proper 
management and protection. Cultural properties within 
these six areas will be managed for public education, 
enjoyment, and scientific study. Other areas would con- 
tinue to be managed under current laws and policy. 
Increased surveillance and law enforcement personnel 
will address unauthorized actions. 

MONITORING AND EVALUATING 
THE PROPOSED RMP 

The effect on the environment and planning issues 
from implementing the proposed RMP would be monitored 
and evaluated according to the schedule and methods 
shown in Appendix 4. Other environmental values or 
issues, not now considered, would be incorporated into 
the plan through the amendment process and formally 
monitored. 
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TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: tand Resources 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

Land Ownershb Adiustmenb: identification of parcels of land in this plan makes it available for further consideration, but does not commit the BLM to its uttimate transfer. It’s 
unlikely that the full amount of land identified woukl be transferred during the life of the plan. All land identified as suitable for sale in this RMP Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) meets the criteria set forth in Sec. 203(a) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). It states, in part, that - . ..such tract because of its location or 
other characteristics is difficult and uneconomical to manage as part of the public land and is not suitable for management by another federal department or agency.” Exchange, 

sale, or Recreation and Public Purpose Act (R&PP) actions serve important public objectives including, but not limited to, expansion of communities and economic development, 
which may outweigh other public objectives and values. All transfers will be made at fair market value, except conveyance under the R&PP Act. 

Land can be sold or leased under the R&PP Act to qualified applicants, such as local government, at reduced prices according to BLM Manual 2740. To ensure public purpose 
development of public land slated for R&PP transfer, the BLM may require that land be first leased for a period prior to issuing a patent. Lands may also be considered for sale or 
grant under other various acts including the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of September 3, 1982. 

Land exchanges will be given priority before sales are considered. Land ownership adjustments are based on the merits and resource values contained in specific proposals and all 
exchanges will be in the public interest. Private exchanges will be consummated to acquire lands with special public values and to benefit federal management programs. Lands to 
be acquired will have an inventory to ensure that hazardous materials sites are not exchanged. 

I 

Land ownership adjustments can also be accomplished through state exchange. 

On lands not identified for disposal, BLM would retain the federal subsurface mineral estate and acquire through exchange the non-federal subsurface estate on existing split-estate 
public lands or on lands proposed for acquisition. 

BLM’s ability to sell or exchange land through the RMP/EIS may be constrained by existing withdrawals which segregate against disposal. BLM cannot consider any type of land 
ownership adjustment on withdrawn land until the segregation has been lifted. FLPMA Sec. 204(l) requires that all withdrawals affecting public land be administratively reviewed 
by 1991. Land that becomes unencumbered through the withdrawal review process then comes under the guidance of decisions made in this RMP/EIS. 

In addition, any land identified for exchange, sale or R&PP actions will be evaluated for the presence of threatened or endangered species, floodplain/flood hazards, riparian areas, 
water sources, prime and unique farmland, and significant cultural resources before deciding whether or not to transfer the land. Presence of any one of these values may preclude 
an action. 

Lend Use Authorizations: Land use authorizations (rights-of-way, leases, permits, easements) would continue to be issued on a case-byease basis and in accordance with decisions 
established in this RMP/EIS and site-specific environmental review. Maximum use of existing rightsqf-way, including joint use whenever possible, would be encouraged. Any 
rightsaf-way in wilderness that expire will be evaluated and if still needed will be processed under 43 CFR 2920. 

Utlltty Corridors: Utilities are directed to route their major systems through designated corridors. This prevents or reduces the proliferation of major utility systems across public 
land and reduces adverse environmenta! impacts to sensitive resources. 

Communicatibn Sites: Communication site applications are considered on a case merit basis in accordance with the RMP. Communication site plans are required prior to approval 
of application on all designated sites. It’s BLM’s policy to consolidate these sites as much as possible. 

Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP): Under the R&PP Act, BLM has the authority to lease or sell public land to governmental or non-profit entities for public parks, building 
sites, correction centers or for other public purposes. R&PP leases or sales would be issued in accordance with the decisions set forth in this RMP and are processed under the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policv Act (NEPA). 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Land Resources Icontinued) 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE (continued): 

Landfilla: BLM has authorized four landfills: Littlefield, Colorado City, Fredonia and Page. BLM will continue to work with local county and state governments, on a case-bycase 
basis, closing old facilities and expanding or relocating new ones. Environmental protection and public safety will be paramount. Current policies favor direct sales. 

Aooesr and Transportatbn Rkrhts-of-Way (ATROW): Section 205 of FLPMA, Chapter 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Group 2 100, and BLM Manual 2 100 provide 
regulations and guidance on ATROW. 

Easements: Acquisition of easements across private lands are negotiated where needed to accomplish public land resource management programs. Easements are purchased at fair 
market value. They can either provide access for the general public or for administrative purposes only. A partial list of easement acquisition needs are depicted in Appendix 24. 

Airports: Airport and Airway Improvement Act of September 3, 1982. Act of May 24, 1928. 49 USC App. 211-213. 43 CFR 2640-2911. BLM has authority to make land 
available for lease or grant for use as airports. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) provides technical information on airport design and climate. BLM and FAA require close 
coordination and share in the development and preparation of all environmental documents. Currently there are six airports or airstrips on the district: Tuweap Valley, Whitmore, 
Cliff Dwellers, Marble Canyon Lodge, Colorado City, and Mesquite. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Designation of the Navajo-McCullough right-of-way utility route as a corridor. 

- Terminate Public Land Order 3701 (withdrawal for scientific studies of hybrid oak), 154 acres; terminate Boulder Canyon withdrawal (Bureau of Reclamation), 4,709 acres. 
Revoke 17,000 acres of Virgin River scenic withdrawal which overlap wilderness areas. The following withdrawals would continue on the Arizona Strip District: Public Water 
Reserves (1,040 acres), Grand Canyon Game Preserve (29,255 acres), Virgin River Scenic Withdrawal (portions 5,000 acres), Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area (portions 70,437 
acres), Tanglefoot Forest Service Administrative Site (40 acres), and wilderness (265,600 acres). Specific tracts may be withdrawn in the Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area in relation 
to the private lands from Cliff Dwellers to Marble Canyon. 

- Acquire state and/or private lands by exchange. Exchanges will be the primary method of ownership adjustment. 

“HANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

Ownership adjustments 

Acquisitions 

Proposed Plan 

Make 7,405 acres available for exchange, sale or R&PP. Exchanges would be first priority. These same lands plus an additional 17,783 acres 
would be available for exchange (Appendix 7). All remaining lands would be retained in federal ownership (Map II-3). Retain all desert tortoise 

habitat in Category I or II in federal ownership. The lands covered by this RMP are only available for disposal as identified through exchange, sale 
or the R&PP Act. No disposals are allowed through entry under the agricultural land laws (Desert Land Entrv, Indian allotment, and Carev Act). 
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of September 3, 1982. 

Acquire 161,800 acres of state land. Most of these lands are to be acquired by exchange for public lands located in Apache and Navajo counties in 

the Phoenix District. Acquire 21,600 acres of private land as shown on Map II-3. Acquire subsurface estate where BLM manages surface. Acquire 
lands with riparian and other high resource values when opportunities occur. Seek opportunities to acquire desert tortoise habitat (Appendix 8 and 
Map g-4). 

Lands acquired through exchange would be open to operation of all public land laws as restrained in this RMP, unless specifically modified by the 
opening order. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

F RESOURCE: Lend Reeourcas fcontinuedj 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT (continued): 

Chenge Agent Proposed Pien 

. Airports 

. Communication sites 

- Withdrawals 

- Rights-of-Way corridors 
(width) 

- Leases 

- Agricultural entry 

- Landfills 

Administer existing airstrips. Make lands available for an airport grant in the Colorado City area in coordination with city officials, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Aviation Administration. The City of Page, Arizona, anticipates the need for expanded airport 
facilities within the next decade; however, it is not included in the proposed RMP. BLM would continue to work with the city and county officials, 
the FAA, and other agencies in considering and evaluating possible sites. Ferry Swale would not be considered until all reasonable sites located in 
Arizona, Utah and the Navajo Nation have been assessed. If Ferry Swale or some other location is documented by FAA, the City of Page, BLM and 

other government agencies as the best airport site, we will take the necessary steps to process the application or assist as needed. 

Do not expand physical facilities on Black Rock Mountain and Mt. Logan communication sites; however, existing rights-of-way, not yet 
constructed, would be grandfathered and could be built. Establish Seegmiller Mountain area and Point-of-the-Rocks as communication sites. 
Consider other sites which may be requested on a case-bycase basis. No communication sites in Moccasin Mountains. 

Conduct review of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) withdrawal in Ferry Swale. Consider converting powerline authorizations to 
rights-of-way. Terminate the following portion of the Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area Withdrawal: T. 39 N., R. 7 E., Sec. 7, Lot 7 (approx. 44 
acres). The withdrawal revocations previously proposed would continue to be pursued (see Appendix 31). 

Designate the existing Navajo-McCullough right-of-way corridor l-mile-wide, except K-mile-wide in Ferry Swale area and confine the width of the 
right-of-way (R/W) across the Beaver Dam Slops to the Nevada state line to only that width occupied by the existing powerline and a second yet 
unbuilt R/W. Drop the description of the existing corridor. Future proposals for powerlines across the Beaver Dam Slope would be considered on a 
case-bycase basis addressing impacts to desert tortoise. 

Designate a 1 -mile right-of-way planning corridor across Arizona Strip via Lime Kiln/Rosy Canyon route. Rosy Canyon width is confined to the 
valley bottom, approximately H mile wide. Stipulations necessary to protect habitat conditions for tortoise will be included (Map II4). 

Where feasible, place linear rightsof-way underground along existing roads in the following areas: Paria Plateau, Parashant, Uinkarets, and House 
Rock Valley (temporary rights-of-way could be excluded from underground placement). Do not authorize rights-of-ways in the following areas: 
Grama and Kanab Canyons, Moccasin Mountain and Marble Canyon ACEC. 

Evaluate individual rightsof-way on a case-bycase basis with NEPA analysis. 

Continue leasing of 12 acres of agriculture Land !Hafen, Hemmeter and Hughes!. Continue leasing of !3 additional acres above Beaver Dam Wash 
(Biasi) if compensation for tortoise can be included north of I-1 5. 

Close all public lands to agricuttural land laws including Desert Entrv, Carey Act and Indian Allotments. 

Work with local, county and state government on a case-by-case basis to close old facilities and expand or relocate new ones. Environmental 
protection and public safety will be paramount. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Mineral Resouroes 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

Mineral exploration and development is encouraged on public land in keeping with the Bureau’s multiple-use concept. Overall guidance on the management of mineral resources 
appears in the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970, Sec. 102(a)(12) of FLPMA, National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and Development Act of 1980, and 8LM’s 
Mineral Resources Policy of May 29, 1984. 

Leasabk Minerals: The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, Geothermal Steam Act of 1970, and 43 CFR 3100-3500 provide the legal and regulatory framework for the issuance and 
management of mineral leases. These regulations apply where public interest exists for the development of oil, gas, geothermal, coal and non-energy leasable mineral resources. 
Stipulations are attached to leases and permits in order to ensure protection of non-mineral resources that are susceptible to impacts resulting from the exploration and developmen 
of leasable mineral resources. 

Locatable Minerals: Exploration and development of locatable mineral resources are provided for by the Mining Law of 1872. 43 CFR 3809 provides for mineral exploration and 
development while assuring that activities are conducted in a manner that prevents unnecessary or undue degradation, provides protection of non-mineral resources, and provides 
for reclamation of disturbed areas. 

Salable Minerals: The Materials Sale Act of 1947 and 43 CFR 3600 provide for the disposal and regulation of mineral materials. Disposal is administered on a case-bycase basis. 
Salable minerals are sold at fair market values. Free use permits are issued to federal and state agencies, local communities, and non-profit groups as the need arises. 

EXlSTlNG PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Allow entire unit to remain open to mineral leasing, location, and sale except where restricted by wilderness designation, withdrawals, or specific areas identified in this plan. 

- Provide the communities in or near the area with sand and gravel needed for development in a timely and orderly manner consistent with environmental considerations. 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

- Leasing categories (O&G) 

Proposed Plan 

2.790.800 acres open to lease subject to standard lease terms and conditions; 269,900 acres open to lease subject to seasonal restrictions to 
protect important seasonal habitat for peregrine falcon and bighorn sheep; 157,600 acres open to lease subject to the no surface occupancy 
stipulations to protect important visual resources (Map II-5 and Appendix 9). 

- Mining law 2,570,200 acres would be open to mineral entry. Reclamation stipulations wouM be added to exploration and development plans directed toward 
maintaining naturalness and unique features and/or remoteness on the Arizona Strip (Appendix 5). These stipulations would be applied to 
site-specific proposals. Plans of operations woukl be required in ACECs and areas closed to OHV. 

- Material disposal Material disposal in VHM Class II areas would not be allowed if reasonable alternative sources are available. 

Some special designation areas are closed to mineral material disposals as described in Table II-2. 

Designate EH NWXSWW (20 acres) T. 40 N., R. 15 W., for a potential community material pit to serve the Liilefield area with small quantity 
material sales. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION Of PROPOSED PLAN 

1 ... .’ 
RESOURCE: %ulturet Reeowces 

I 
MANAGEMENT GUIGANCE: 

Cultural resource protection and management on public lands are covered by an array of laws and regulations. Two of the most important laws are the National Historic F’reserva- 
tion Act (NHPA) of 1968, as arnsnded, and the Archaaoloqical Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA), as amended. Under NHPA, potential impacts to National Register and 
National Register-eligible propartias are identified and measures to avoid or mitiiate those impacts are developed in consultation with ths Arizona State Historic Preservation 
Offiier (SHW) and the Advisory Council on Historic Reservation. This act also requires the Secretary of the Interior to develop plans to determine the nature and extent of 
archaeological resources and schedule land surveys in areas that likely contain the most scientifically valuable archaeological resources. ARPA prohibits the attempting or actual 
excavation, removal, damage or trafficking of archaeological resources from public land by unauthorized persons. This act requires the BLM to foster and improve communication, 
cooperation and encourage information among private individuals, other governmental agencies and professional archaeologists in consultation with the SHPG. Since 1985, BLM ha 
operated under terms of a general compliance programmatic memorandum of agreement with the State of Arizona, which guides inventory and data recovery procedures for sites or 
all public land, and a specific memorandum of agreement addressing the protection of cultural resources in BLM-state land exchanges. 

Cultural resource management programs include participation of both professional and amateur archaeologists. The Bureau currently has cooperative agreements for research and 
excavation. Volunteer agreements with members of American Rock Art Research Association (ARARA), the Dixie Chapter of the Utah Statewide Archaeological Society (USAS), the 
Arizona Archaeological Society (AAS), and other individuals have increased cultural resource inventories and encourage growth of cultural programs. 

Inventory, evaluation, and proposed mitigation to cultural resources rests with BLM. It is policy that surfacedisturbing activity on public lands be reviewed by a cultural resource 
specialist. Cultural reviews identify results of previous inventories and evaluate the probability of cultural resource occurrence in the project area. A cultural resource inventory is 
then conducted. Should cultural properties be found as a result of the inventory, they would be evaluated using the “Standards and Guidelines for Evaluation” 36 CFR 800.4(c)(i). 
ShouM it be determined that the cultural resource values cannot be avoided by the proposed activity, the effect to eligible cultural resource values would be evaluated using 36 CFR 
800.9, and a program of mitiiation would be developed through consultation between the BLM, the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council in accordance with 

. . 
the National Historic Presuvation Act of 1966 and 36 CFR 800. Through this process, all cultural resource values of National Register elrgrbrkty would be protected or impacts to 
them mitigated. 

Guttural resource managetnant objectives within the district are to protect the scientific information potential, enhance the public use values of sites or to manage them, when 
applicable, for conservation. Cultural resource project plans (CRPPs) will be developed for specific sites or areas having special significance or values. The guidelines for 
management under each objective are found in Appendix 10. 

I EXISTING PLANS AND DECIWGNS: 

- Priority and important cuhurai resource areas are patrolled by the Arizona Strip District ranger. Preliminary patrol plans for nine priority areas already exist. A cooperative 
agreement with Civil AK Patrol and an intergovernmental Agreement supporting the use of the Arizona Site Steward Program has enhanced monitoring of cultural resources withi 
the district. 

- The Paria Plateau Patrol Plan provides guidance and coordination for protecting cultural resources. 

- Little Black Mountain Cultural Resource Project Plan (CRPP) provides direction and plans for interpretation of the area for public values. 

- The Shivwits Resource Area Patrol Plan provides guidance and priorities for protective field surveillance of cuttural sites. 

- Paria Canyon Cultur;ll hsource Management Plan (CRMP) provides direction for management of cultural properties in the area. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Cultural Resourcer fcontinued) 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

- Designations 

- Management direction 

Proposed Plan 

Designate 227,000 acres on the Paria Plateau as an RCA. Designate 9,800 acres on Lost Spring Mountain; 5,500 acres on Moonshins Ridge; 2,400 
acres at Johnson Spring; 260 acres at Witch Pool; 550 acres at Nampaweap; and 200 acres at Little Black Mountain as ACECs to preserve their 
cuttural values (Map B-6). (Note: Lost Spring Mountain, Moonshine Ridge and Johnson Spring ACECs also contain the endangered Pediocactus sileri. 

The purpose of these designations is to focus planning and management attention to priority areas. 

The management actions that would be taken for each ACEC and RCA are described in Table B-2. 

Initiate Class II inventory and develop CRMPs for areas designated. 

Classify and manage cultural resources in the RMP area for their information potential, conservation and public values. See Appendix 13 for a 
complete description of management objectives. 

Manage most sites for their information potential to be used for scientific research and management studies. 

Manage approximately 35 sites located in each of the ACECs and from selected geographic regions for conservation. These sites have overriding 
scientific importance and are preserved for future research. 

Manage Little Black Mountain, West Bench Pueblo, Colorado City site, Uinkaret Pueblo, Paiute Cave, Nampaweap. Winch Pool, Honeymoon Trail, 
Temple Trail and Dominguez & Escalante Trail for public values. These sites would be targeted for public involvement in research, interpretation, and 
tours. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Watershed fSoil, Water, AirI Resources . . .... : 
. . 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

Several laws provide authority for management of soil, water and air activities on public land. 

FLPMA of 1976 requires that public lands be managed in a manner that protects scientific, environmental, air and atmospheric, and water resource values. lt also requires land use 
plans to be in compliance with applicable pollution control laws, including state and federal air, water or other pollution standards. 

The laws that FLMPA requires compliance with are the Soil Conservation and Domestic Aliotment Act of 1935; The Watershed Protection and Flood Control Act of 1954; the 
Colorado River Basin Salinitv Control Act of 1974; Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968; the Federal Pollution Control Act with Amendments of 1972; Water Qualitv Act of 1887; 
and the Safe Drinkinq Water Act of 1877. The Clean Air Act of 1970 governs air quality. BLM Manual 7000 and several executive orders provide field guidance in management 
of soil, water, and air activities. 

Watershed: Watershed conditions and soil salinity problems have been managed primarily through three separate systems: allotment management plans (AMPS), environmental 
assessments, and watershed activity plans. 

1. The management and development of public lands through grazing AMPS and vegetation monitoring. Currently 70 AMPS have been implemented. AMR establish grazing 
systems and vegetation standards to improve runoff/erosion rates. Manage vegetation cover towards ecological stability and sound long-term protective soil cover using 
mechanical, chemical, biological or fire as tools for accomplishment. 

2. The environmental assessment (EA) review process helps assure that all surface-disturbing proposals are evaluated and, where appropriate, mitigated to maintain or enhance 
watershed conditions. 

3. Watershed activity plans are written to assess areas where moderate to critical erosion conditions are prevalent and more attention is needed than what is provided through the 
AMP process. Two watershed activity plans currently exist: Fort Pierce and Upper Lang’s Run. All watershed areas have been evaluated and put into one of four categories as 
described in Table III-1 1, Map II-7 and Appendix 11. The objectives for each category are stated below: 

a. Category I - These areas are in satisfactory condition and have a low vulnerability to accelerated erosion. The objective is to maintain current land use and vegetative cover 
(808,000 acres). 

b. Category II - These areas are in satisfactory condition and overall erosion is slight but the areas are susceptible to accelerated erosion. The objective is to maintain or enhance 
vegetation cover and to monitor the area to identify the onset of localized erosional problems on fragile or saline soils. All surfacedisturbance proposals will be evaluated for 
their impacts to salt loading in localized drainages (1,226,OOO acres). 

c. Category Ill - These areas are not in satisfactory condition, have critical erosion problems, and have no reasonable potential for improvement. There are only very few localized 
areas within the district. The objective is to not allow these areas to expand by developing special management plans for protection. 

d. Category IV - These areas are not in satisfactory condition, have moderate to severe erosion problems, but do have potential for improvement. The objective is to improve 
vegetative ground cover through grazing management or vegetative treatments including fire. Develop and/or maintain activity plans for these areas as a priority. Evaluate and 
mitigate impacts to active water sources as a priority (1,188,OOO acres). 

Floodplain Manaaament: Executive Order 11988 directs federal agencies to “avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy 
and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development whenever there is a practicable alternative” (Floodplain Manaqement Guidelines, 
43 CFR 6030, 1978). It is Bureau policy to retain and/or protect base (loo-year) floodplains. 

I I 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Watershad 6oil. Water, Air) Re~ourws Icontinued) 
I 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE (Continued): 

I Water Resourws: The water resource program is divided into tha following sections: Water Inventory, Water Rights and Water Quality. 
I 

1. Water Inventory - Our policy is to complete and maintain an inventory of all water sources on public lands administered by BLM and to document and store this data in the 
Bureau’s Water Data Management System. The district has nearly completed the inventory and is in the process of incorporating the data into the data base. Our objective is to 
complete the data base and keep it up-todate and accurate, giving priority to instream flow for the Virgin River and obtaining flow data for various springs identified in the 
wilderness management plans. Riparian areas have been inventoried only for general condition as they relate to the water source inventory. 

2. Water Rights - Our policy is to file water rights on all water sources in accordance with State of Arizona water laws. BLM will file, as appropriate, for recreational use, wildlife 
(including fish), livestock, administrative uses, and instream flows. 

3. Water Quality - Our water quality baseline data is limited (Chapter III). One of our objectives is to establish a good baseline water quality data base using the USGS STORET 
system giving priority to riparian areas, recreational, wilderness and human use water sources. To ensure that all waters on public land meet or exceed established federal and 
state water quality standards for specific uses and to mitigate activities to prevent water quality degradation. Chemical water analysis is done on wells, streams and springs for 
baseline resource information. Generally, BLM manages non-point sources of pollution, as addressed in Section 319 of Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L. 1004). The Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality, in partnership with BLM, is the designated agency for assessing, managing and certifying non-point source pollution control program on 
public lands in Arizona. These agencies assess non-point sources of pollution and prepare water quality management plans described as Best Management Practices (BMPs). 
BMPs are coordinated with BLM management plans. The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality reports water quality status to the EPA annually. BLM inventories and 
watershed activity plans are coordinated with the State of Arizona. Impacts to water quality are prevented or reduced through the application of specific mitigation measures 
identified in project planning and NEPA review. 

Air Resourcas: Impacts to air quality resulting from activities on public lands are prevented or reduced through mitigation brought forward in NEPA review of proposed projects. 
Typically, activities on public lands which might affect air quality are addressed by Article 4 (R9-3) of the Arizona Rules and Regulations. Prescribed burning, road construction, 
construction of mineral tailings piles and dust emissions from vehicles passing over unsurfaced roads are all specifically addressed in the regulations. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

Watershed: Continue to implement. maintain and monitor existing watershed activity plans: Fort Pierce Community and Upper Lang’s Run. Continue to develop, monitor and 
implement watershed plans that improve watershed conditions. 

Water Resources: Improve water quality, water yield and reduce erosion around springs. Conduct an instream flow study of the Virgin River to support instream flow applications. 
Inventory and protect water resources including acquisition of water and instream flow rights. 

Air Resources: Manage to prevent degradation of Class I federal air quality standards in national parks. Maintain Class II air quality standards and State air quality standards on 
public lands. Manage smoke on prescribed burns through smoke management procedures. 
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TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Watershed [Soii. Wafer. Air) Resourccts (continued) 

:HANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

NATERSHED 

Designations 

Management direction 

WATER RESOURCES 

- Management direction 

Proposed #an 

Designate lands in the Fort Pierce area as an ACEC and Mt. Trumbull and Parashant as RCAs to improve watershed conditions. (See Map II-8 and 
Table II-24 

Continue implementation of the watershed plan for Upper Lang’s Run and maintain Fort Pierce Wash watershed projects. Coordinate watershed 
and riparian objectives into applicable AMPS with emphasis on areas of moderate to severe erosion. 

Bavelop and implement watershed activity plans for the following areas in accordance with shown priority. 

1. Fort Pierce Wash, 
2. Wolf Hole Valley, 
3. Lower Langs Run, 
4. Johnson Run, 
3. Hobble Canyon, 
6. Lower Hurricane Valley, 
7. Upper Bull Rush Wash. 

Reclamation stipulations (Appendix 5) would be followed for all surface-disturbing activities. 

Complete ecological site inventories to determine site potentials and present ecological conditions. Establish desired plant community objectives 

for various areas and include in AMF’s, HMPs and watershed plans. Prescribe management or improvement practices to achieve these objectives. 

Improve and protect quality and condition of water resources. 

Increase inventory on riparian management which includes studying water quality, stream bank conditions, channel dynamics, geomorphic 
relationships, seasonal flow fluctuations, etc. 
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RESOURCE: Speoiel Status Speoies 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

The Endanoered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended, is the authority to consarve endangered or threatened spacies on public lands. Section 4(f) of the ESA directs the 
Secretary of the Interior to develop and implement recovery plans for the conservation and survival of endangered species. Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA states, “Each federal agency 
shall, in consultation with and with the assistance of the Secretary, ensure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of any endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be critical...“. Section 
7(a)(l) of the ESA states, “All other federal agencies shall, . ..utiliie their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of 
endangered species and threatened species...“. 

The district is involved in an active program to benefii.endangered species and to ensure that no activities funded, authorized or carried out by BLM jeopardize the continued 
existence of any listed species or their essential habitat. A concentrated effort is focused on studies and habitat management programs for the desert tortoise which inhabits large 
acreages of Mohave Desert in the western portion of the district. A cooperative long-term inventory of peregrine falcons is another major ongoing effort. Inventories for the 
presence of other species are also planned. The district is working with other agencies and the California condor recovery team to evaluate the possibiliiy of establishing this 
endangered bird into this region. Any actions authorized, funded or carried out by BLM which may affect proposed or candidate species are reviewed in cooperation with Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS). State-listed animal species are managed in cooperation with AGFD under provisions of the Sikas Act of 1974 as amended). 

Bureau policy for special status species is contained in BLM Manual Section 6840. BLM shall carry out management consistent with multiple use for conservation of candidate 
species and their habitats and shall ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out do not contribute to the need to list any of these species as threatened or endangered. 
Our policy is to collect systematically gathered data on candidate species to determine whether there exists a need to list the species. Special status species are listed in 
Appendices 12 and 13. 

It is policy that any surfacedisturbing activity on public lands receive a special status species review by a qualified specialist. The review is to verify the results of previous 
inventories and the probability of special status species in the project area. The USFWS provides information on federally-listed and candidate species. If we determine that special 
status species have a probability for occurrence in the project area, an evaluation would be made as to the impact on the species. The Bureau’s intent is to avoid any adverse 
impacts. If the proposed activity may adversely affect a threatened or endangered species, the USFWS would be consulted. In compliance with the Endangered Species Act and 
Bureau policy, proposals which would adversely affect listed species would not be authorized, funded or conducted. 

Potential impacts to special status species are analyzed in an environmental review by BLM for each project and protection measures may be stipulated in the record of decision in 
the environmental assessment and/or the biological opinion prepared by FWS. Special status species araas are patrolled by the Arizona Strip District ranger to monitor special status 
species. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

Since the completion of the MFPs, two habitat management plans (HMPs) have been completed in response to the recovery plans written for Siler pincushion and Brady pincushion 
cactus. These plans were coordinated with the USFWS, Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture, and The Arizona Nature 
Conservancy. The plans are being implemented. 

Management of special status animals is specifically guided by recovery plans and the Virgin River-Pakoon Basin HMP and generally by the six HMPs (Appendices 14 and 15). The 
HMPs for special status species and wildlife are monitored and evaluated on a periodic basis to determine if the objectives are being met. Based on the evaluation, HMPs are 
modified/revised to meet changing situations or needs. The applicable HMPs also address management of several other sensitive and listed species, including the threatened desert 
tortoise. Guidance is also provided in the BLM’s Rangewide Plan for Management of the Desert Tortoise on the Public Lands and the draft Arizona Desert Tortoise Implementation 
Strategy. 



TABLE II-I 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: spsciol Status Specks bontinuedt 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS (continued): 

‘he BLM objective for the management of the woundfin minnow and the Virgin River chub is to improve the habitat and population levels to a point the species no longer need 
sting. 

‘he BLM objectives for the Virgin River spinedace are to maintain habiiat conditions to support viable populations such that the species need not be listed. 

:ontinued existing MFP decisions are as follows: 

- Inventory potential raptor habitat. 

- Restrict Bureau-permitted activities within known/occupied nesting areas of endangered or threatened raptors 

- Protect desert tortoise habitat from destructive actions. 

:HANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

Designations 

Animals 

Management direction 

Proposed Plan 

Designate 10,700 acres of Brady pincushion cactus habitat and 4,200 acres of Siler pincushion cactus habitat in Johnson Spring, Lost Spring 
Mountain and Moonshine Ridge ACECs. Siler cactus habitat occurs in association with fragile soils in the Fort Pierce ACEC.) (Map D-6.) 

Designate 20,800 acres as Beaver Dam desert tortoise ACEC and 8,100 acres as Virgin River ACEC (Map 5-6). Intensify management of sensitive 

and endangered species within the areas as described in Table II-2 consistent with recovery needs, Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (1988), the draf 
Arizona Desert Tortoise implementation Strategy, and the Endangered Species Act. 

Designate and manage desert tortoise habitat as follows: 37,300 acres in Category I; 56,350 acres in Category II; 295,300 acres in Category Ill 
(Map II-4 and Appendix 16). Category designations are based on best available information and would be corrected as new data becomes available. 

Activities that could occur within one mile of an active peregrine eyrie, or “historic” or “superior” nesting habitat (Map II-8; Ellis 1979). between 
March 1 and August 1 (USFWS, 1984), may not be allowed if it’s determined by the BLM that the peregrine would be adversely affected. The one 
mile buffer indicates the point at which a thorough impact evaluation, considering topographic and other factors, will begin. 

Activities which could adversely affect the desert tortoise during their active season within the Beaver Dam ACEC may be limited to the period 
between October 15 to March 15. 

Support and assist with transplants of special status species. 



TABLE II-I 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Rlparien Ames :. : 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

The authority for riparian area management comes through several laws: Taylor Grazing Act CTGA) of 1934, FLPMA of 1976, PRlA of 1978, Emergencv Wildlands Resources Act 
of 1986, and Executive Orders 1 1988 and 11990 dealing with floodplains and wetlands. The Bureau’s Riparian Management Policy (January 22, 1987) and Arizona’s Riparian Area 
Management Policy (July 1, 1988) specify the Bureau’s riparian habitat management policy. 

Our policy is that all ongoing or proposed uses of the public lands would be managed to ensure protection of riparian areas. Every activity associated with the use or disturbance of 
these unique ecological zones will receive protective management and/or mitigation. 

Maintain, restore, or improve riparian areas to achieve a healthy and productive ecological condition for maximum long-term benefits. This can be accomplished using fire, 
mechanical, chemical or biological means. 

I 

Management direction for all alternatives: 

1 1. Identify riparian areas and assign priorities for management; 

2. Continue inventory of riparian areas to determine present condition and potential; 

3. Implement management of riparian areas and their resources to maintain, improve, or restore riparian ecosystems, and eliminate or mitigate conflicts. Ensure support by all 

affected resource management programs; 

I 4. Monitor important characteristics to assess significant changes and trends in condition; 

5. Retain significant riparian areas in public ownership and acquire significant new riparian areas where possible to ensure the integrity of public riparian ecosystems and their 
dependent resources; 

I 6. Coordinate with other federal and state agencies and interested user groups to ensure the development of top-quality management practices; 

I 

I 7. Explore research opportunities in cooperation with university or federal researchers to improve riparian management. 

I 

I EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

Important riparian areas have been addressed in AMPs and HMPs. Changes in grazing use and systems and exclusion of livestock by fencing have been implemented. Through the 
normal AMP/HMP monitoring and evaluation process, revisions are being made to implement the riparian area policy. Revious MFP decisions to improve and maintain aquatic and 
riparian habiiat through intensive management and fencing where necessary will continue. 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

- Designations 

Proposed Plan 

Designate Wrgin River bottomlands from Utah state line to the Nevada state line as a riparian ACEC. Designate the Beaver Dam/Virgin River 
confluence area as a riparian demonstration area and manage the 80 acres under a riparian demonstration plan. (Table II-2 outlines management 
prescriptions for ACECs.) 



TABLE II-I 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: ForcstANoodhnd Resources 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

fha forest lands in the RMP area are managed as set forth in FLPMA under the principle of multiple-use and sustained yield without permanent impairment of the productivity of the 
and and the quality of the environment. The amended Material Disposal Act of 1947 provides authority to dispose of forest products. SLM Manuals 1601-l 608 and 5000 provide 

guidance in forest management. Surface-disturbing activities would be subject to the NEPA process. 

- Maintain healthy, viable and biologically diverse forest ecosystems that will meet the long-term needs of wildlife, recreation, livestock grazing, watershed protection and other 
associated resource uses. 

- Protect the forest from catastrophic fires while, as appropriate, managing prescribed burns or naturally occurring fires within established prescriptions to reduce fuel buildup, 
maintain healthy species composition and benefit wildlife habitat, watershed cover and livestock forage. 

- Protect ponderosa pine stands from serious insect and disease infestations. 

- Maintain appropriate old growth and dead standing ponderosa pine and a healthy understory of vegetation (oak and other species) for wildlife habitat and natural aesthetics. 

- In forest management activities, ensure protection of natural aesthetics, recreation, special status species, and cultural resource values. 

- Improve the visual appearance of the edges of the old chainings in the Parashant area. Create an irregular edge effect for both wildlife and visual improvement. 

- Utilize personal and commercial woodland activities to complement other resource program goals and objectives. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

The MFPs provide for harvest of woodland products (e.g., fuelwood, fence posts) by sale to private and commercial operators at fair-market value. 

Existing HMPs provide guidance for wildlife needs and objectives related to forest and woodland management activities. 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

WOODLANDS 

Proposed Plan 

- Designations Designate personal/commercial green and dead-and-down woodcutting areas as shown on Map II-S. Personal Christmas tree cutting is open 
everywhere except wilderness areas and ACECs. 
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RESOURCE: ForestMloodbnd fk~sourws icontinue 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT (continued): 

Change Agent 

. Management direction 

Proposed Pbn 

Green, or dead-anddown woodcutting areas would be signed and permittees directed to areas managed in accordance with woodland management 
plans. Woodcutting for camping is allowed, except no chainsaws in wilderness areas. 

Commercial use will be in specified areas and managed under the multiple use/sustained yield concept. 

Up to 500 Christmas trees could be sold annually in the Shivwits personal use area on a first-come basis based on demands and sustained yield. Up 
to 1,000 trees could be sold annually in the Shivwits commercial use area for either commercial or personal use on a first-come basis. 

Inventories would be conducted to update information on woodland production and sustained yield. 

Districtwide limits will be established for personal use post cutting. Above this limit, permits will be considered commercial and subject to approval, 
mitigation and location requirements. Both resource areas contain certain restrictions regarding approved post cutting areas. 

FORESTS 

Designations Designate ponderosa pine forests on Uinkaret, Parashant, and Black Rock Mountains located outside the wilderness as Management Category C. 
These are areas of “forest management for the enhancement of other uses”. (See Map II-1 0 and Appendix 30 for definition of management 
categories.) 

Management direction Implement an active, carefully designed, long-range program directed toward managing, maintaining and protecting ponderosa pine forest ecosystems 
located outside of the wilderness areas. Management direction would be to maintain healthy, viable and biologically diverse forest ecosystems that 
will meet the long-term needs of wildlife, recreation, livestock grazing, watershed and other resource uses. 

Commercial forestry or harvest are not objectives because of the importance of these forests and their associated resources to diverse multiple uses. 
Management programs may, however, include ecologically sound and carefully managed silvicultural practices that could make wood products availabk 
for public or commercial use. Possible silvicultural practices include: 

- Selective thinning necessary for the health, vigor, regeneration or biological diversity of the forest ecosystems or otherwise beneficial to resources. 
- Salvage harvest and rehabilitation of burned areas and disease and insect kill sites. 

Other management practices may include: 

- Disease and insect control 
- Reduction of fuels 
- Prescribed burns 
- Prescribed management of naturally occurring fires 

Specific management objectives, planned practices and associated guidance would be specifiid in plans to be developed for the Mt. Trumbull and 
Parashant RCAs. These plans would be developed with public participation, completion of NEPA compliance action, and clearance for special status 
species and cultural resources. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Grazing Menagement 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

BLM’s rangeland management program in the RMP area is managed under provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (TGA), tha Federal Land Policy and Manaqement Act (FLPMA) 
the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 (PRIA) and the Code of Federal Regulations Part 4100. These acts outline the following goals for grazing administration and 
rangeland management which are the goals of the Arizona Strip District. 

- Administer livestock grazing on the public lands to balance use and sustain productivity and appropriately mesh livestock production and associated management practices with 
other multiple use needs and objectives. 

- Manage, maintain, protect and improve rangeland resources within the framework of multiple-use needs and objectives so that they are productive for all rangeland values. 

- Maintain close monitoring of the utilization, condition and trend of rangeland resources. 

- Make sure that rangeland improvement projects provide multiple-use benefits, where appropriate. 

Primary rangeland management/grazing administration program components are explained below: 

Allotment Categorization: Allotments within the district have been categorized into one of three management categories based on Bureauwide criteria (see Appendix 3) focused on 
present range resource condition and management needs, rangeland potential, conflicts with other resource values and improvement opportunities. This categorization is an organizec 
process for classifying allotments to direct management efforts and distribution of improvement funds where they are most needed and to achieve cost-effective improvement of 
rangeland conditions. The three categories are: “W--Maintain, “I”--Improve and “C”--Custodial. The ‘M” category allotments are managed to maintain existing satisfactory 
conditions. The “I” category allotments are managed to improve unsatisfactory conditions. The “C” category allotments receive custodial management to prevent resource 
deterioration. Management efforts are focused on allotments where monitoring and evaluation indicate that grazing management actions are needed to improve the rangeland 

resources or to resolve serious resource-use conflicts. The allotments are recategorized as management needs or objectives are accomplished and conditions change. Appendix 1 
shows the current and proposed management category by allotment. 

Allotment Management Plans: AMPs, based on multiple-use resource objectives, have particular importance in rangeland management. They are the planning documents which 
consolidate key information on the long-term management objectives, decisions and actions for a given rangeland area. AMPS consider grazing management in relation to renewable 
resources--watershed, vegetation and wildlife--and other multiple use needs and objectives. AMPS also establish the seasons of use, the number of livestock to be grazed, grazing 
systems, utilization limits and planned range improvements. AMPS are periodically reviewed and revised to ensure that they are accomplishing specified objectives. 

Monitoring: Comprehensive monitoring is a major focus to monitor rangeland resource condition, trend, utilization and actual grazing use to evaluate whether objectives are being 
met, ensure that utilization is proper and determine if change in management is necessary. 

Condition and Trend: Studies are conducted in key areas in each pasture to determine ecological condition and trend. Key areas are representative sites of larger management units 
being monitored. Appendix 2 shows rangeland trend data. 

Utilization: Vegetative utilization levels are measured using the grazed class method as a basis for evaluating and adjusting stocking rates. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Grazing Manegement fcontlnued) 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

Actual Use: Actual use records document the number of livestock that actually graze a pasture and the period of that use. In conjunction with utilization and trend data, the actual 
use information provides a sound basis for determining and confirming the proper livestock stocking rate. 

Range Use Supervision: Allotments are visited periodically to maintain appropriate supervision of grazing use, ensure compliance with licensed use and grazing system, observe 
patterns of use and detect resource problems. 

Ranaeland Program Summary Document (APSD): This status report is issued every 5 years to consolidate information on the results of monitoring and to keep interested publics 
informed. The RPSD provides the current status on AMP implementation, grazing use levels, grazing system compliance, ecological trend, expenditures of range improvement funds 
and areas of future management focus. The 1987 RPSD is available in the Arizona Strip District Office. The next RPSD will be issued in 1992. 

Complete EAs on new AMPS or on major revisions and site-specific rangeland improvement projects. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

. Existing guidance calls for the management of rangelands in accordance with goals established by various laws and the Shivwits and Vermillion Grazing Environmental Impact 
Statements and the AMF’s which specify grazing systems, management facilities and land treatments. By policy, AMPS are to be revised to reflect any needed changes as 
determined through monitoring and evaluations. Vegetative treatment projects are implemented where plant cover or soil productivity is being lost, to achieve a desired plant 
community, to improve habitat conditions for wildlife or to meet activity plan objectives. Practices used to accomplish this include mechanical treatments, herbicide applications, 
biological treatments, prescribed fire, reseeding and construction of water control structures. Use of pesticides are prescribed, as appropriate and necessary, to control insects 
such as grasshoppers, crickets, etc. Pest management would be in compliance with the Programmatic Vegetative Treatment on BLM-Administered Land EIS and the Cooperative 
Grasshopper Management Program. 

- Manage rangelands in accordance with the goals, multiple use objectives, requirements and provisions of established laws, regulations and BLM policies. 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

Management direction 

Proposed Plan 

Except for the Parashant area and rangelands inhabited by the desert tortoise, which involve special management circumstances, continue current 
management objectives but amend existing AMR as appropriate to be consistent with RMP decisions. Project proposals described in previous 
planning documents would be implemented, using the reclamation stipulations in Appendix 5. 

In areas inhabited by desert tortoise, conduct a biological evaluation of livestock grazing management activities. Develop AMPs on allotments involve 
where no AMP exists and revise existing AMPs where necessary to conform to the requirements of the BLM Rangewide Desert Tortoise Aan. 
Maintain a concentrated monitoring program to continue to evaluate livestock grazingdesert tortoise habitat interrelationships and vegetative 
conditions and trends. 

In the Parashant area (former Gubler-Frei allotment) grazing preference has been relinquished to BLM. Grazing management would continue as one of 
the multiple uses in accordance with a plan to be developed for a proposed RCA in the area. Grazing authorization would be at BLM’s discretion to 
provide rest as needed on other allotments because of fire damage, vegetative treatments or to allow rest to establish AMP grazing systems. 
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RESOURCE: Grazing Management tcontinwd) 

:HANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

Management direction 
continued) 

Proposed Plan 

Complete ecological site inventories to determine site potentials and current ecological conditions. Establish desired plant community objectives for 
various areas and include them in AMPs, I-IMPS and watershed management plans. Prescribe management or improvement practices to achieve these 
objectives. 

Continue to maintain a high priority on monitoring programs to ensure management, use and protection of the public rangelands within multiple use 
needs and objectives. 

Continue a systematic cycle of monitoring data evaluation on all allotments, involving a thorough review of consolidated utilization, condition, trend, 
actual use and precipitation data to determine whether objectives are being met or changed management is necessary. 

Continue to take assertive action to resolve grazing use problems or conflicts. 

Changes in kind of Change in the kinds of livestock actions from cattle to domestic sheep and/or goats would not be authorized within or adjacent to occupied bighorn 
ivestock sheep habitats unless monitoring studies and research indicate a disease transmission problem would not exist. 
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1 RESOURCE: Wild, FreeRcwning Burros 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

Public Law 92-195, December 15, 197 1 (USC 1331-l 340. as amended! made BLM responsible for the welfare and protection of unbranded and unclaimed burros found on public 
land at the time of passage. The Arizona Strip has no wild, free-roaming horses. The management of burros on public land requires their removal from adjacent private or state land 
when requested, the development of a herd management area plan, the maintenance of a hard inventory and the removal and disposal of excess animals to the public by adoption. 
Burros on public land are managed at the minimum level necessary to assure the herd’s free-roaming character, health and self-sustaining ability while ensuring herd management 
plans are consistent with category goals, objectives and management of the desert tortoise. 

The small wild burro herd in the Tassi area of the Arizona Strip is managed under the Tassi-Gold Butte Herd Management Area Plan (HMAP, Appendix 15). which sets optimum herd 
numbers in relation to their environment and other multiple-use values. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Maintain a healthy population of wild, free-roaming burros in ecological balance with rangeland resources (between 90 and 100 head). 

- Remove excess burros when necessary; manage for a herd size of 90-100 animals. 

I CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

I 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: wildlife Resowcee 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

Wildlife is an important public land resource and it’s development and utilization are established by law as principal uses of the district. Since BLM is responsible for habitat and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) is responsible for management of wildlife species, close coordination and cooperation between the two agencies are essential. 

Wildlife and wildlife habiiat on public lands in the district are managed under the provisions of FLPMA of 1978, the Sikes Act of 1974, the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 
1978, the 1987 Master Memorandum of Understanding between BLM and the Arizona Game and Fish Commission, and guidance in the Bureau’s Fish and Wildlife 2000-A Plan For 
the Future and various manuals. Specific management direction is contained in the Rangewide Plan for Managing Habitat of Desert Bighorn Sheep on Public Lands, Waterfowl 
Handbook and the Bureau’s Raptor Habitat Management mandate. Guidance specifically pertaining to threatened or endangered species includes the Endangered Species Act of 197 
as amended, Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940, the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Management Plan and the BLM manual section 8840 regarding special species management. 

The following are major wildlife program components: 

Habitat Manaoement Plans (HMPs): The HMPs are planning documents prepared in cooperation with the AGFD which provide consolidated guidance on wildlife and wildlife habitat 
management objectives and planned projects. Six HMPs are in effect covering specific geographic areas within the district (Appendices 14 and 15). The HMPs are periodically 
evaluated to determine if management direction and actions are adequate and if planned objectives are being met. Based on monitoring data, changed policies and direction, the 
HMPs are updated and periodically revised jointly with the AGFD. 

Habitat Management: A major focal point is to ensure that productive habitat is maintained for the diverse wildlife species inhabiting the public lands and that wildlife needs and 
considerations are incorporated into land use planning, environmental assessments and land management decisions. 

Habitat Development and Improvement: An active program is in effect involving planning, construction and maintenance of habitat improvement projects covered in the HMPs. 
Diverse projects are involved ranging from water developments to prescribed burns and fence modifications. 

Habitat and Wildlife Inventory: Inventories are conducted to obtain information required to effectively manage habitat and to incorporate habitat, wildlife and threatened and 
endangered species needs and considerations into land use planning, environmental decisions and diverse land management decisions. 

Monitoring: A long-term monitoring effort is in effect to monitor habitat condition, trend and utilization. This includes monitoring to determine how management actions are affectins 
wildlife and habitat resources and whether objectives of the HMPs are being met. 

Wildlife Restoration: Restoration of native wildlife into historic range by transplanting is recognized as a highly desirable practice and a central component of the district’s wildlife 
program. The restoration program, a cooperative effort with the AGFD, has resulted in the reestablishment of desert bighorn sheep, antelope, turkey and the Kaibab squirrel. 

Threatened and Endangered Species: Consistent with requirements of the Endangered Species Act, the district is involved in an active program to benefit endangered species and to 
ensure that no activities funded, authorized or carried out by BLM jeopardize the continued existence of any listed wildlife species or their essential habitat (see the special status 
species section for details). 

Wildlife Habitat Studies: Studies to monitor habitat conditions for wildlife are an integral part of the monitoring program, including trend transects, exclosures and study plots. Such 
studies are recognized as being particularly important in desert tortoise habitat. 

Specific management guidance: 

Continue close working relationships with the AGFD to integrate habitat management and species management activities. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: (continued) 

RESOURCE: Wfldfffa Resources fcontfnuadt : 

Manage wildlife habitat in accordance with HMP and resource objectives to achieve desired plant communities. Practices usad to accomplish this include mechanical treatments, 
livestock grazing, herbicide applications, prescribed and natural fire, reseeding and water developments. 

Interagency habitat monitoring studies which include long-term as well as short-term studies (i.e., vegetative trend, diversity, compositiin, vertical cover and utilization levels) will 
govern any need to adjust from original big game numbers as identified in activity plans. Population levels must be consistent with the carrying capacity of the habitat and other 
resource values. 

Future management objectives should include improving mule deer habitat by increasing sufficient forage on summer ranges and nutritious browse on the winter range through 
vegetation conversion and management prescriptions. 

The objectives for Merriam’s turkey as listed in the Mt. Trumbull, Black Rock and Parashant HMPs are to maintain good ground cover for nesting and large trees for roosting. 

Balance non-consumptive use of wildlife with consumptive uses by directing vegetation/habitat management towards maintaining an ecologically diverse plant community. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

See Clayhole, Paria-Kanab Creek, Mt. Trumbull, Black Rock, Parashant, and Virgin River-Pakoon Basin HMPs. These documents are on file in the Arizona Strip District office. 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

- Management direction 

Proposed Plen 

Wildlife habitat would be managed under the HMP program, guidance documents, the Bureau wildlife policy, and the needs as determined through 
monitoring studies and HMP evaluations. Revise HMPs to meet changing management conditions. Proposed projects could continue to be 
constructed; however, they would be required to meet the reclamation standards identified in Appendix 5. 

Intensify HMP monitoring efforts, increase efforts to identify and correct limiting habitat factors, and emphasize project maintenance. Ensure wildlife 
management activities do not contribute to the proliferation of natural predators within desert tortoise habitat. 

Emphasize management of non-game species habitat and non-consumptive uses in writing of new activity plans and revision of existing activity plans. 

Complete ecological site inventories to determine site potentials and present ecological conditions. Establish desired plant community objectives for 
various areas and include in AMPS, HMPs and watershed plans. Prescribe management or improvement practices to achieve these objectives. 



TABLE II-l 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

: RESOURCE: Wildlife Resources Icontinued) 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT Icontinued): 

Change Agent proposed Plen 

Bighorn sheep numbers 

Lambing activities 

Antelope 

Kaibab squirrel 

. Mule Deer 

Designations 

Manage identifiid bighorn sheep habitat as outlined in the HMPs and the Bureau’s Rangewide Plan for Desert Bighorn Sheep to achieve and maintain 
optimum numbers and distribution of bighorn populations in the Paria, Kanab Creek, Virgin Mountains and Grand Wash Cliffs. 

Cooperatively with the AGFD maintain monitoring of bighorn sheep and their habitats. 

tictivities which could adversely affect the lambing or rearing of newborn bighorn sheep along the lower Grand Wash Cliffs would not be permitted 
from December 1 through May 31. All other lambing areas are in designated wilderness. 

Manage habitat to achieve and maintain viable populations in the Clayhole, Shivwits and House Rock Valley in accordance with HMP objectives. 
Initial target levels are 400 in Clayhole, 400 in Shivwits and 120 in House Rock Valley. 

Implement in cooperation with the AGFD studies to determine factors limiting antelope herds in the Clayhole area and actions that can be taken to 
facilitate restoration of antelope to the desired levels. 

Investigate suitability of transplanting Kaibab squirrels into ponderosa pine habitat at Black Rock and Parashant if studies reveal that they inhabiied 
the area at any time. 

lhrough interagency effort with Arizona Game and Fish Department, emphasize habitat monitoring/evaluation and population dynamics studies to 
determine the reasons for low deer populations and actions that might be cooperatively implemented to improve productivity. Target numbers will 
be reevaluated in HMP review and revisions. 

Manage the Parashant, Canyons and Pfateaus of the Paria, and Mt. Trumbull areas as RCAs, recognizing wildlife as one of the important resources. 
(See Table II-2 for management prescriptions, and Map II-B.1 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Recreation Resouroee 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

FLPMA established specific mandates for the inventory, planning, and management of off-highway-vehicles, recreational, scenic, and wilderness values of public lands. Other 
legislation of particular significance to management of recreational resources on public lands include the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1964 (LWCFA), which provides 
the basis for fee collection at developed sites and funds for land acquisition; NEPA, which established national policy for protecting the environment, including natural, cultural, 
and historic aspects; the National Trail Systems Act of 1968, which established a process for designating national scenic, historic, and recreational trails; the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act of 1988, which established a process for designating and managing nationally significant river segments; and the Wilderness Act of 1964, which provided criieria for 
inventorying, designating, and managing wilderness areas. The Arizona Strip District is responsible for managing eight designated wilderness areas. Recreation 2000-A Strategic Plan 
(19881 highlights specific areas where ELM intends to concentrate it’s recreation management efforts, establishes priority and establishes recreation as an equal partner with other 
programs. 

Recreation on the Arizona Strip, except for the developed campground in the Virgin River Gorge, is largely unregulated and dispersed. The most common recreation activities are 
backcountry vehicle exploring, hunting, camping, sightseeing, hiking and backpacking. Opportunities to do these activities in a remote, uncrowded and unregulated setting are 
important to those visiting the Strip. Camping is limited to 14 days at any one location across the district unless otherwise authorized. 

An annual off-highway motorcycle race, a wagon trip, and two horse trips along historic trails are the organized recreational events now taking place within the district. Applicants 
apply for special recreation use permits that go through the NEPA process to determine if they are environmentally compatible with the management objectives for the area. These 
applications are handled on a case-bycase basis as they are received. Requests for additional recreation permits will be evaluated for their consistency with management goals and 
objectives and processed on a case-bycase basis. 

Management direction and actions include: (1) accommodate current uses, protect cultural values, and complement wilderness management plans where appropriate; (2) provide 
visitor information; (3) use various methods to acquire visitor use data on an annual basis; (4) maintain system of traffic counters, monitor resutts monthly and field-verify resutts 
annually; (5) conduct compliance patrols by district ranger; and (8) on all proposed actions, consider visual impacts and protect scenic values by using mitiiation measures where 
feasible, including alternative locations, camouflage, vegetation or topographic screening and other appropriate measures. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Improve and increase road signs and develop a sign inventory system. 

- Implement actions designed to restore and or maintain natural conditions or appearance in all areas. 

- Maintain primary access roads, particularly Quail Hill Road, on a year around basis. 

- Interpret the natural history, historical and archaeological values in the Mt. Trumbull area. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESGURCE: Recreation Resourow Lcontinued) 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

RECREATION 
(see Appendix 17 for 
Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) class 
definitions) 

- Management direction 

Parashant Area 

- Designations 

- Objectives 

- Management direction 

Mt. Trumbull Area 

- Designations 

- Objectives 

- Management direction 

Reposed Plan 

Manage the majority of the Arizona Strip District for extensive recreation while maintaining its naturalness/remoteness. The exceptions to this are the 
Cedar Pockets campground and the Dominguez-Escalante interpretive site. 

Commercial recreation permits would be issued to the extent that their cumulative impacts are consistent with the overall objectives of this plan and in 
the public interest. 

Designate the Parashant as an RCA (Map II-61 since recreation is one of its important land uses. 

Manage recreation in the area to provide opportunities in settings ranging from roaded natural (RN) to semi-primitive non-motorized (SPNM). (See ROS 

class definitions, Appendix 20.1 

Manage the area in coordination with the NPS Lake Mead NRA to ensure continued public use and enjoyment for a variety of recreational activities 
which do not impair the natural values of the area. 

Improve visitor services related to information, interpretation, facility development and maintenance, and safety. 

Management actions that would be taken for the area are described in Table g-2. 

Protect remote characteristics by limiting type or amount of commercial recreation permits. 

Designate the Mt. Trumbull as an RCA since recreation is one of the primary land uses as shown on Map R-6. 

Manage the RCA to provide recreation opportunities in settings generally ranging from roaded natural to primitive. 

Promote the conservation of the area’s multiple-use values for education, scientific study and public recreation activities. 

Management actions that would be taken for the area are described in Table II-2. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Recxeetion Resources lcontinuad) 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT (continued): 

Change Agent Proposed Pian 

CanvonslPlateaus of the 
pa& 

Designations Designate the Canyons and Plateaus of the Paria area as an RCA (Map B-6). 

Objectives Manage recreation in area to provide opportunities in settings ranging from roaded natural to primitive. 

Manage the RCA in a manner that would 

- Ensure continued public use and enjoyment for a variety of recreational activities and scientific studies. 

- Improve visitor services related to information, interpretation, administrative site, maintenance, and safety. 

Management direction See Table II-2 for a description of the management prescription of this RCA. 

special Recreation 
Wanaaement Area 
Iasignation 

Designate the Parashant, Mt. Trumbull, Canyons and Plateaus of the Paris RCAs and Virgin River Corridor, and Little Black Mountain ACECs as special 
recreation management areas to ensure greater recreation emphasis and investment (see Map II-1 1 j. 

Recreation would be managed to meet the objectives of the RCAs and ACECs as described in this Table II-1 and in Table B-2. 

All designated wilderness areas are considered SRMAs and would be managed according to their wilderness management plans. 

ixtensive Recreation 
Vlanaaement Area (ERMAL 
IRM Class 3 and 4 

Objectives Provide settings for recreational opportunities associated with motorized vehicle use such as exploring backcountry roads, vehicle camping and 
picnicking. Allow for some changes in ROS classes from SPNM to semi-primitive, motorized (SPM) or from SPM to RN where deemed necessary to 
meet recreation needs or other resource development (see ROS setting descriptions, Appendix 17 (see Map B-12). However, the goal is to maintain 
the desired recreation settings. 

Provide recreational settings where restrictions on visitors are not noticeable, but blend with the natural setting. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

.:.. ....:. j: ... .:.,:.. 
: 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT (oontinued): 

RESOURCE: Recreation Resourcea icontinud 

Change Agent 

. Management direction 

Proposed Plan 

Develop district and individual resource area sign plans to provide road information for interpretation, public safety, and coordinate the plans with the 
Arizona Strip visitor map. 

Regulate visitor use only when monitoring indicates a need for limiting or restricting use. 

Extensive Recreation 
Management Area (ERMA), 
VRM Class 1 and 2 

. Objectives Ensure continued public use and enjoyment of a variety of recreation activities which are compatible with the protection and enhancement of natural 
and cultural values. 

Enhance opportunities for high quality, backcountry recreation experiences and provide for a range of recreation activities, including camping, vehicle 
exploring, sightseeing, hiking, limited off-road travel, horseback riding, rock hounding and hunting (see Map n-12). 

Provide recreational settings where restrictions on visitors are subtle. 

Ensure maintenance of the desired resource and social settings. 

- Management direction Regulate visitor use only when monitoring indicates a trend toward unacceptable change to desired recreation settings brought about by such use. 

inventory and develop sign plans compatible with the objectives of the area. Generally, signing would be the minimum necessary to provide for public 

safety and information. 

WILD & SCENIC RIVERS 
(see Appendix 18 and Maps 
II-16 & 17 for eligibility and 
classification narrative) 

- Eligibility 

- Classification 

Virgin River eligible for study (Appendix 18). 

Paria River eligible for designation (Appendix 18). 

Virgin River in Arizona potentially classified as wild from Utah state line to first i-1 5 bridge; scenic from i-l 5 bridge to Virgin River Campground; and 
recreational from the campground to Nevada state line (Map 5-13). 

Paria River in Utah included in Paria Canyon Wilderness and the portion through the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area to the confluence of the 
Colorado River is classified as potentially wild and scenic (Map II-1 4 and Appendix 18). 

- Suitability The Paria River as defined above is recommended as suitable for designation as a Wild and Scenic River. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Recreation Resourca fcontinued) 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT fcontinucd): 

Change Agent Proposed Phn 

- Managemant direction See Appendix 18 for interim management. 

Develop a plan for river running on the Virgin River to include put-in and take-out points, information on minimum flows needed to run the river, and 

acquisition of the current flow rate. 

OHV DESIGNATIONS 

- Designations 

- Managament direction 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Designate OHV use areas for the Arizona Strip District as follows [Map II-24): 

OPEN: 800 acres (for further evaluation) LIMITED TO DESIGNATED ROADS AND TRAILS: 646,800 acres 
CLOSED: 93,000 acres (excludes wilderness) LIMITED TO EXISTING ROADS AND TRAILS: 1,541,200 acres 

See Appendix 19 for OHV designations. The closed areas on the Beaver Dam Slope and Marble Canyon rim have primary roads bisecting them. 

Allow the annual Rhino Rally motorcycle race but restrict primarily to roads and washes and limit to 300 entrants (see Map II-15). 

Complete an OHV management plan designating roads to be open, limited or closed. Prepare information for the public such as maps, brochures and 
signs as well as specific definitions for the OHV classes, exceptions, if any, and how these exceptions would be managed. 

Close all sand dunes around Cottonwood Wilderness Area to all forms of vehicle use. 

Classifications Assign VRM classes for the Arizona Strip District as follows: 276,000 acres as Class I; 838,000 acres as Class II (includes the primary travel 
corridors); 528,000 acres as Class III; 1,481,OOO acres as Class IV (Map II-1 2 and Appendix 20). 

22,000 acres in the Virgin River Gorge are in a scenic withdrawal. 

265,600 acres are assigned Class I due to wilderness designation. 

Management guidance Support the designation of the Virgin River Gorge (I-1 5) and Highway 89A as scenic byways. 

Consider designating backcountry byways as more information becomes available on environmental considerations. 

Improvement areas Activities which would cause adverse long-term impacts to the important visual resources in tha following areas would be prohibited or mitigated to 
the extent practicable: Hurricane Rim, Upper and Lower Grand Wash Cliffs; Diamond Butte; Moccasin Mountain; Andrus, Parashant, Grama and Kanab 
Creek canyons. 

Improve the aesthetics of the acquired lands in the Parashant area by feathering the edges of the seedings. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Wilderness 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

The distiti’s wilderness program includes eight designated wilderness areas encompassing 265,800 acres. BLM is mandated to manage these areas for their wilderness values by 
the authority of FLPMA of 1976, the Wilderness Act of 1964, ths Arizona Wilderness Act of 1984,43 CFR 8560 and BLM Manual 8580. Wilderness management plans have been 
completed for the Paria Canyon-Vermilliin Cliffs, Mt. Trumbull-Mt. Logan, Paiute-Beaver Dam Mountains, Grand Wash Cliffs wilderness areas. A draft plan for Cottonwood Point 

wilderness area has been developed. A plan for Kanab Creek wilderness ares is being jointly prepared by BLM and the Forest Service. 

BLM’s policy is to manage wilderness areas in accordance with the laws and congressional intent so as to preserve their wilderness character, and for the use and enjoyment of the 
American people in a manner that will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness. Congress provided for certain activities and existing uses, known as 
nonconforming but accepted uses, which otherwise would have been prohibited in wilderness areas. They include, but are not limited to, existing private rights, livestock grazing, 
water resource development and commercial recreation services. 

Goals: Wilderness management goals include long-term protection and preservation of the areas’ wilderness character under a principle of non-degradation; management of 
wilderness areas for the use and enjoyment of visitors in a manner that will leave the areas unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness; using minimum tool, equipment or 
structure necessary to successfully, safely and economically accomplish objectives; and to manage nonconforming uses permitted by the Wilderness Act and subsequent laws in a 
manner that will prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the areas’ wilderness character. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Wilderness management plans for Paiute-Beaver Dam Mountains, Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs, Mt. TrumbulllMt. Logan, Grand Wash Cliffs, and draft wilderness management 
plans for Cottonwood Point and Kanab Creek. 

I CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

I 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: TransportationlAcoesa 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

Roads would be built and maintained to support resource management objectives. Maintenance and construction requirements and priorities are determined on a yearly basis as a 
part of the annual work planning process. Emergency reconstruction and maintenance of roads damaged by flooding is handled on a base-bycase basis when the need arises. 

Specific road and trail construction standards are determined based on consideration of resource management needs. These include user safety and impacts to environmental valuer 
such as wildlife habitat, soil stability, recreation, visual resources and construction and maintenance costs. 

Maintain the open space, scenic character and remoteness of public lands. Maintain existing access where needed to meet public and administrative needs. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Upgrade Quail Hill road to a graveled. all-season access road. 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

Change Agent 

- Existing roads 

Proposed Plen 

Close and rehabilitate existing roads where no public or administrative need exists in areas where closed to OHV or where OHVs are limited to 
designated roads and trails. Reclaim newly constructed access after termination of the specific need (646,800 acres; Map g-15). 

- Access Acquire legal vehicular access across private and state lands (see Appendix 2 1). Appendix 21 is only an initial list which is subject to additions or 
deletions. 

Develop and maintain an active road/access transportation plan that supports the resource programs and uses identified in this plan. 



TABLE II-I 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Fire Management 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

The authority for fire management on public land comes from FLPMA, Protection Act of 1922, Reciprocal Fire Protection Act of 1955, TGA of 1934 and others. Interior Manual 910 
and ELM Manual 9200 give further guidance on public land fire management. 

Current BLM policy states that every wiklland fire is either a wildfire or a prescribed fire. A wildfire must have appropriate actions taken to suppress it. Appropriate actions are based 

on preplanned analysis consistent with land management objectives, including threats to life and property. Fire suppression actions must be planned and executed to minimize 
suppression costs plus resource losses, consistent with management objectives. A Fire Management Activity Plan has been completed for the district. The fire management activity 
plan identifies full suppression within desert tortoise habitat. An analysis will be prepared to govern suppression actions for all escaped fires. 

Much of the Arizona Strip District can be improved through the use of prescribed fire. Prescribed fires are used to improve livestock forage, wildlife habitat, and watershed 
conditions, and to reduce fire hazard. 

If a fire is reported in an area covered by a preplanned prescription, a qualified observer may record weather and fire conditions. Generally these fires are in areas of low resource 
values, contained within natural or man-made barriers, and have no long duration potential. 

Special policies, considerations, and procedural requirements apply to suppression of fires in wilderness areas. A minimum tool policy is used in suppressing wildfires in wilderness 
areas, emphasizing hand crews. Aircraft and other mechanized suppression methods may be used in emergency situations if approved and necessary. A wilderness specialist is 

? 

assigned to fires in wilderness areas to insure that wilderness needs, considerations and policies are incorporated into suppression decisions, strategies, operations and rehabilitation. 

% Prescribed fire will be allowed in wilderness areas as it benefits wilderness resources and as specified in wilderness management plans. 

Wilderness fire management plans have been completed and implemented for all wilderness areas in the district. 

Fire management objectives have been set for the four established fire management zones (FMZ) within the district (see Map II-1 6). The objectives are specifii to areas called 
representative locations (RL) within the FM& and to special associated public land management considerations and resource values. These are only objectives and may be adjusted 
at a later date to more accurately portray the district’s suppression capabilities. 

I FMZ-1 Grassland 

RL-1: Hold individual fires to 300 acres or less in the Pakoon Basin, B years out of 10 years to protect the fragile desert environment and the desert tortoise habitat. 
RL-2: Hold individual fires to 500 acres or less in the Clayhole and Hurricane Valleys to protect watersheds and other values specified in activity plans. 
RL-3: Hold individual fires to 500 acres or less in Houserock Valley to protect watersheds and other values specified in activity plans. 

FMZ-2 Brush 

RL-1: Hold individual fires to 10 acres or less on the Beaver Dam Slope ACEC and adjacent lands to protect desert tortoise habitat. 
RL-2: HoM individual fires to 500 acres or less to protect watersheds and other values specified in activity plans. 
RL-3: Hold individual fires to 500 acres or fess in Houserock Valley to protect watersheds and other values specified in activity plans. 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Fire Managemant fcontinued) 

OBJECTIVES (Continued): 

FMZ-3 Pinvon-Juniper 

RL-1: Hold fires to 600 acres or less in the Shivwits Resource Area to protect watersheds and other values identified in activity plans. 
RL-2: Hold fires to 500 acres or less in the Mt. Trumbull and Buckskin Mountain areas to protect watersheds and other values identified in activity plans. 
RL-3: Hold fires to 500 acres or less on the Paria Plateau to protect watershed values and other values identified in activity plans. 

FM24 Ponderosa Pine 

RL-1: Hold individual fires with intensity levels of 3 or 4 to 10 acres or less to prevent damage to the ponderosa pine stands. 
RL-2: Hold individual fires with intensity levels of 3 or 4 to 10 acres or less to prevent damage to the ponderosa pine stands. 

APPLICATION OF FIRE: 

1. Naturally ignited prescribed fires could be utilized, but only after appropriate objectives have been established for the area(s) involved and a prescription has been prepared and 
approved. 

2. Use BLM planned and ignited prescribed burns to improve wildlife, watershed and livestock forage conditions. 

3. Use prescribed fire for hazard fuel reduction. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT CONSTRAINTS: 

1. Wilderness Areas - Fire suppression in wilderness areas will be conducted in accordance with wilderness management plans. 

2. Cultural Resources - Fire management operations must follow established guidelines and procedures to protect cultural resources. 

3. Threatened/Endangered Species - Fire management will be sensitive to the existence of special status vegetation and wildlife species and associated protective requirements. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Fire management plans for each wilderness area and district fire management plan. 

CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

- None 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Hazardous Metsrbls ftiAZNlAT) Menegernent 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

The three laws most commonly associated with HAZMAT include the Resource Conservation and Recoverv Act 03CRA). or PL 94-580; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liabiliiv Act (CERCLA), or PL 96-510, otherwise known as the Superfund Act; and the Superfund Amendment Reauthorization Act (E.0. 12580, 1986). BLM 
responsibilities under these acts include conformance with Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Ground Water Protection Permit System and state RCRA enforcement 
regulations pertaining to the storage, handling and disposal of hazardous materials and reporting unpermitted HAZMAT discharges under the provisions of CERCLA. Action by BLM 
includes reporting, necessary site security, coordination of procedural cleanup steps, and monitoring results of the cleanup. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- Arizona Strip District Hazardous Material Response Plan. 

MANAGEMENT: 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE: Environmental Manegement 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, ELM would prepare site-specific environmental reviews before actions proposed in this RMP/EIS are implemented. The environmental 
reviews provide site-specific assessments of the impacts of implementing these actions. As appropriate, these reviews are documented in Administrative Decisions, Categorical 
Exclusion Reviews, Environmental Assessments and Decision Records, or Environmental Impact Statements and Records of Decision. In addition, ELM assures that threatened and 
endangered species and cultural resources are inventoried as a part of the environmental review process. The review identifies mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce the adverse 
impacts of implementing a proposed action. All environmental documents are available for public review. 

Make decisions through apprpriate public involvement and consultation, cooperation and coordination with ranchers, affected landowners, interest groups and other agencies. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- None 

I CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 

I 



TABLE II-1 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PLAN 

.: RESOURCE: :Law Enforcement 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE: 

The authority for law enforcement on public lands comes from FLPMA Sec. 303. This section authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to issue rules and regulations pertaining to 
management, use, and protection of public lands; enter into cooperative agreements with local law enforcement agencies, and/or authorize federal personnel to carry out law 
enforcement responsibilities. BLM Manual 9260 gives further guidance on law enforcement on public lands. 

The goal of law enforcement on the Arizona Strip is the prevention of violations of federal law relating to public lands through voluntary compliance of applicable laws. This is best 
accomplished by educating the users of public lands and through regular patrols by the district ranger(s). When voluntary compliance is not possible, district and state law 
enforcement personnel are responsible for the enforcement of applicable laws and regulations as they relate to the use, management, and development of public lands and resources 

and public safety. 

EXISTING PLANS AND DECISIONS: 

- None 

I CHANGES IN MANAGEMENT: 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 
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ieason as 
leeded to 
lrotect habitat 
rf the desert 

44ANOE MOT 

the Rangewidc 

Desert Tor- 
toise Plan 
category 
guidelines, the 
Endangered 
Species Act, 
and revise 
AMPS to 
incorporate 

ROADS 
AN0 

ACCESS 

Allow only 
temporary 
upgrading of 
existing roads. 

4110~ new 

,oads only on 
9 temporary 
Jasis or if 
xxitive banefi 
to desert 
tortoise. 

Close and ra- 
labilitate roadr 
determined no 
wcassaty for 
,ublic access. 

3eroute exist- 
ng roads 
,vhere feasible 
:o improve 
nanageabiiity 
)f tortoise 
1abiiat. 

FOREST & 
WOODLAND 

MQT 

DFF-HIQHWAl 
VEHICLES 

IOHV) 

Jose to OHV 
:primary roads 
aisect the 
:losed area). 

OTHER 

411 activities 
nanaged 
lcconiing to 
guidelines of 
3LM’s Range- 

wide Desert 
rortoise Plan 
rnd the draft 
kizona Desert 
rortoise Imple- 
nentation 
Strategy. 

ncrsase pub- 
ic awareness 

hrough signs, 
nformation 
md eduction. 
mplement 
anger patrol. 

Conduct eco- 
ogical site 

nventory and 
lppropliate 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

‘IRGIN RIVER 
:ORRIDOR 

tiparian 

indangered 
:ish 

icenic Values 

XSIONATION 

4CEC K?,loo 
KXES) 

LANDS 

4cquire lands 

vkh riparian 
md high re- 

iource values 
IS opportuni- 
ies arise. 

LOCATASLE 

& WERAt 
UATERIAL MGT 

Continue with- 

lrawal from 
nineral location 

n Virgin River 
;0rg.3. 

Van of opera- 

ion required for 
Bortion of ACEC 

)etween exist- 
ng withdrawal 

Ind Nevada 
itate line. 

jpecial miti- 
@on required 

0 minimize 
mpacts to 
iparian, scenic 
md recreation 

lalues and 
Ivoid impacts ta 

Endangered fish 
ipecies. 

Jose to mineral 

naterial dis- 
)osaIs. 

FlUID 

MINERALS 

)pen to lease 

n Virgin River 
jorge subject 

o the no- 
iurface 

02upancy 
itipulation. 

Xher areas 
we open to 

easing subject 
he standard 

erms and 

ClnTURAff 
RECREATION 

;tudy river for 

wild and 
scenic values. 

Nrite an activi 

y plan to pro- 
ride a variety 

,f visitor uses 
n the Virgin 

3iver Cemp- 
Iround and 

surrounding 
areas including 

anger term 
visitor use, 
‘ent and self- 
:ontained 
:amping, river 
unning and 
recreation and 
r.Gldemess 
me. 

nclude a de- 
:ailed plan for 
Jperating and 
naintaining 

:ampground 
‘acilities. 

-RANGE MDT 

Zontinue exist- 

ng rangeland 
nanagement. 

ulonitor con- 
lition and 
rend and 
Idjust manage- 
nent accord- 

nab. 

n riparian 
8reas plan 

lrazing 
nanagement 
0 accommo- 
late growth 
equirements 
)f riparian 

vegetation 
species, 
:ottonwood, 
willow, etc. 

ROADS 
AND 

ACCESS 

rllow only 

emporary 
lpgrading of 

xisting roads. 

rllow new 
oads on a 

emporary 
msis only. 

lpgrade camp 

Iround loop 
lnd access 

oads to 
ccommodate 
nodem recre% 
ional vehicles. 

FDRFST & 
WO~i!ID 

-113T . . 

)pen to wood- 
and product 
,ales on * 
:ase-by-case 
basis when 
beneficial to 
iparian 
eSO”rces. 

allow collec- 
ion of dead- 
tnd-down 
vood for 
mrsonal 
:ampsite use 
MllV. 

EF-HM3#3WAY 
lwM.Hs 

-1om.: 

imit to desig- 
ated roads 
nd trails. 

nplement 
ringer patrol. 

. ..DT#&R 
. . . . 

Lcquire in- 
tream water 
ghts. 

mphasize fire 
ontrol and 
management. 

bntml exotic 
wildlife 
pecies and 
era1 livestock. 

nonitor for 
water quality. 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

SITE 
OR 

AREA 

LITTLE BLACK 
MOUNTAIN 

DESlGNATlOl 

4CEC (200 
WX8.) 

LANDS 

3etsin in 
lublic owner- 
ship. 

LOCATABLE 
L MINERAL 

HATERIAL MO1 

Ipen to mineral 
xploration and 
levelopment. 

lan of opera- 
ion required 
vtih special 

nitigation to 
woid impacts tc 

ultural re- 
iO”meb. 

:losa to mineral 

naterial dis- 
~Osals. 

FlUID 
MINERALS 

____ 

CULTURAU 
RECREAT4ON 

nterpret area 
or public use. 

RANGE MOT 

%nce site for 
lrotection. 

ROADS. 
AN0 

ACCESS 

mprove mad 
mesh, pm- 
ride a parking 
wea. 

FOREST & 
~OODtAND 

MGT 

__-- 

FF4iIoHwAl 
j VEHiCiiS 

‘.’ : LOklw 

.imit to desig- 

lated roads 
Ind trails 

wept in the 
enced, closed 

OT#iER. 

mplement 
‘anger patrol. 

mplement site 
rteward 
,atrols. 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECsI 

SITE :. 
.. -GR .:.. 

AREA .:. 

ORT PIERCE 

. ..VAl.UES ’ 

“dangered 

8pecies (Pedio- 
actus sileri) 

:ritical 
Vatershed 

lEsIG+IDN ..’ 

CEC (900 
CtBS) 

LANDS 

:etain in 

ublic owner- 
hip. 

LOCATABLE 
& MINERAL 

MTERtAL MGT 

Ipen to mineral 
xploration and 
evelopment. 

fan of opera- 

ion required 
Ah special 

litigation to 
void impacts to 

‘ediocactus 
m and critical 

vatershed 
,hlC?S. 

:lose to mineral 

naterial dis- 
tosals. 

FLWD 
MINERAtS 

---- 

CULTURALi 
RECREATtON 

-_-- 

RANGE MGT 

laintain exist- 
18 natural 
egetation. 

lanage to 
“prove 
egetation 
iversity and 
over. 

ROADS 
AND 

ACCESS 

FOREST & 

WOODLAND 
MOT 

---- 

W-HIGHWAY 
VEHICLES 

lQHV~ 

imit to desig- 
iated mads 
lnd trails. 

GTHER 

ewlop a 

Avity plan. 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPT&W FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

SITE LOCATABLE ROADS FOREST & OFF-HIWAY 
OR VALUES DESIONATION LANDS a MINERAt FllJlD : CULTURAL/ RANGE MOT AND WOODLAND VEHICLES OfHER 

AREA MATERIAL MOT MINERALS RECREATbON ACCESS MOT IOHV) 

I I I 
AARBLE 
:ANYON 

Endangered 
Species (Pedia 

1 cactus bradvi) 

ACEC (10.700 

acres) 

Acquint state 

land in T38N 
R6E Sec. 16. 

Open to mineral 
sxploration and 
development. 

Scenic Do not allow 
Rlw construc- 
tion, airports, 
landfills or 
other surface 
disturbance 
which cannot 
be fully miti- 
gated or totally 
compatible 
with area’s 
special values. 

Plan of opera- 
tion required 
with special 
mitigation to 
avoid impacts tc 
Pediocactus 
bradyi for all 
surface disturb- 
ance or motor- 
ized use. 
Letters will be 
sent to all 
claimants to 
advise them of 
Pedio habitat. 

I Open to lease 
subject to 
seasonal stip- 
ulations. See 
Mm II-5. 

Allow car 
camping at 
designated 
overlooks 
associated 
with cherry- 
stemmed 
roads. 

Pmhibit vege- 
tation manipu- 
lation or 
projects unless 
they benefit or 
enhance the 
management 
of Pediocactus 
bradyi. There 
a”? no current 
plans for land 
treatments. 

Low msinte- 
nance on 
boundary and 
overlook 
roads. 

) Not applicable. Close to OHV 
use. 

Maintain com- 
patible 
management 
with Grand 
Canyon 

National Park. 
Raptors 

Close to mineral 
material dis- 

Manage to 
maintain VRM 
Class II. 

Sign all 
existing roads 
within ACEC 
closed to 
motorized use. 

See Appendix 
5. 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECsI 

SITE 
OR 

AREA 

OHNSON 
‘PFIING 

2.400 
cres) 

OST SPRING 
tlOUNTAlN 
3,800 
C”%S) 

,IOONSHlNE 
llDGE 
5,500 
cresl 

VALUES 

ndangered 
;pecies (w 

sileri) actus 

&EC (17,700 
cl-es) 

LANDS 

cquire state 
nd private 
Iholdings if 
vailable and 
I the public 
lterest. 

Iiscourage 
:/ws across 
rea. 

LOCATABLE 
L MINERAL 

MATERIAL MOT 

Open to mineral 

exploration and 
development. 

Plan of opera- 
tion required 
with special 
mitigation to 
avoid impacts tc 
cultural re- 
sources or 
Pediocactus 
$I+ 

Close to new 
requests for 
mineral material 

disposals. 
Existing materia 

sites will be 
evaluated for 

FLUID 
MINERALS 

)pen to leas- 
1g subject to 
tandard terms 
nd conditions. 

L 

rXJLTURAL/ 
RECREATtDN 

‘onduct Class 

cultural 
wentory and 

sfine 
oundary 

‘ased on data 
’ appropriate. 

)evelop a Cul- 

ural Resource 
nanagement 

4x1 (CRMP). 

nanage for 
~fonnation, 
:onservation 
Ind public use 
wased on 
XMP. 

RANGE Ma 

No new range 

improvements 
allowed 

generally 
within 100 

yards of 
significant 

cultural prop- 
erties. 

No mechanical 

vegetation 
manipulation 
allowed unless 
it benefits or 
improves 
Pediocactus 
silari’s 
management. 

ROADS 
AND 

ACCESS 

h?.s un- 
ecessary 
lads. 

loss to all 
roodland 
mduct sales. 

WF-HIOHWAY 
VEHICLES 

LQHV) 

.imit to 
iesignated 
oads and 
rails. 

OTHER 

mplement 
anger patrol. 

;ee Appendix 
i. 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

SITE 
OR 

AREA 

MITCH POOL 
260 acres) 

JAMPAWEAP 
550 acres) 

VALUES 

CUttUC3l 

DESIQNATIOA 

ACEC (810 

acres) 

LANDS 

Do not 
approve Rlws 
IC~OSS ACE&. 

LOCATABLE 
& MINERAL 

MATERIAL MO 

3pen to minera 
exploration and 
levelopment. 

Tan of opera- 
ion required 
with special 
nitigation to 
woid impacts ta 
:ultural re- 
iO”rceS. 

&se to minera 
naterial dis- 
Kxals. 

FLUID 
MINERALS 

Open to leas- 
ing subject to 
standard term: 
and conditions 

WLTIJRAU 
AECREATtON 

Conduct Class 
III cultural 
nventory and 
xepare CRMP. 

Wanage areas 
:or public use 
n accordance 
with the Mt. 
Trumbull 
IRMA. 

RANGE MGT 

Uo vegetation 
xmversions 
rllowed. 

Jo new range 
mprovements 
tllowed 
lenerally 
within 100 
rards of 
iignificant 
ites. 

ROADS 
AND 

ACCESS 

Uo new mads. 

FOREST C 
WOODLANQ 

.MQT 

xxe to all 

woduct sales. 

WF-CI@HWA 
VEHfCLES 

(OHVt 

.imit to desig- 
tated roads 

Ind trails. 

DT+iiR 

mplement 
anger patrol. 

ice Appendix 
i. 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

RANGE MGT 

MATERIAL MST RECREATION 

:ANYONSI CUltUC4 RCA (227,000 Acquire state Open to mineral Open to leas- Develop Manage for Close un- The Paria Limit to desig- Establish a 

‘LATEAUS OF acres) and private exploration and ing subject to CRMP. good to “CVS%SS*~ Plateau is nated roads BLM admini- 
ME PARIA Recreation inholdings on development. standard terms excellent roads. Low closed to and trails on stration site. 

Palia Plateau. and conditions Conduct Class ecological con- maintenance fuelwood cut- plateaus. 
Scenic Close to mineral except within II recreation dition. level for open ting at least Limit to exist- Implement 

Discourage material dis- 1 mile of Paris inventory. roads. until RCA plan ing roads and ranger patrol. 

Wilderness above-ground posals on the Plateau Can- Revise AMPS is prepared trails in Ferry 

R/W on the Paria Plateau, yen rim and Write Recrea- to be con- and OHV des- Swale. Maintain Class 

Recreation Paris Plateau. Vermillion Cliffs Vermillion tion Activity sistent with ignations are II VRM north 

Natural Area Cliffs where Management wilderness implemented. of powerline 

Wildlife Corridor in and Paris seasonal re- Plan (RAMP) management Area is open to (500 kV1 and 

Ferry Swale CallylNl- strictions apply for area that plan IWMPI, personal maintain Class 

X-mile wide. Vermillion Cliffs (see Map R-5). emphasizes CRMP and Christmas tree II VRM for 

Wilderness are natural back- RAMP. cutting and remainder. 

Don’t author- closed to Paris Canyon- country set- pinenut 

ize landfills or locatable Vetmillion ting. gathering. Recommend 

airports on the mineral entry. Cliffs Paris River as 

Paris Plateau. Wilderness is Develop plan suitable for a 

closed to oil for Arizona wild and 

and gas Trail. scenic river 

leasing. designation. 

Sign for public 
safety and support Paris 

special Cenyon- 

features. Vermillion 
Cliffs WMP. 

Paria Aateau is 
a Special See Appendix 

Recreation 5. 

Management 
Ama. 



TABLE II-2 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

SITE 
OR 

AREA 

‘ARASHANT 
4REA 

VALUES 

Nildlife Habita 

.ivestock 
jrazing 

tiecreation 

Matershed 

DESIONATION 

3CA (51,000 
KXCSS) 

LANDS 

Where feasible 
hce linear 
VWs under- 
Iround along 
existing roads. 

LOCATABLE 
St MINERAL 

MATERIAL MO 

Allow locatable 
mineral explora- 
tion and devel- 
opment subject 

to special 
stipulations 

attached to 
DlWlS of opera- 
tion to maintain 

and restore 
.mique features 

snd remoteness 
rhese stipu- 
ations would bc 

jeveloped to 
sddrass site- 
specific needs. 

FLUID CULTURAL/ 
MINERALS RECREATlON 

I 
---_ Pmvide a 

bmad spec- 
trum of back- 
country oppor- 
tunities with 
low managerial 
oversite and 
regulation. 

Protect and 
interpret 
historical 
features. 

Conduct a 
Class II cuttura 

resource inven 

I 
tory. 

Protect remote 
character by 

limiting num- 
ber or types of 

I recreation 
permits if 

RANGE MOT 

Jo new perm- 
merit grazing 
luthorizations. 

srazing will be 
It BLM discre- 
ion to pmvide 
additional rest 
,n other allot- 

nents needing 
est due to fire 

lamage, vege- 
ation treat- 

nents, or to 
:stablish an 

4MP grazing 
,ystem. 

unsure range 
mprovement 
naintenance. 

ROADS FOREST L 
AND WOOOLANO 

ACCESS MOT 

lo new perm- 
n-lent roads or 
mpmved 
lccess. 

Manage for en 
hancement of 
Dther resc~rce 
values. 

Aaintain exist- 

7g access 
Dads. 

)FF-HIGHWAY 
VEHICLES 

LOHW 

.imit to desig- 
bated roads 
Ind trails. 

OTHER 

Investigate 
possibility of 
introducing 
Kaibab 
sauirrel. 

Manage fire 
for pre- 

planned 
enhancement 
of resource 
values. 

write a 
coordinated 
plan integrat- 

ing manage- 
ment of 
l%3bOUrC.S 

programs. 

Complete 

coordinated 
resource plans 
for riparian 
areas. 

Construct fire 
and visitor 
administrative 
site. 



TAB1 
MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FC 

Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and Are 

SITE 

1-T. -l-RUM- 
ULL AREA 

Vildlifa Habitat 

.ivestock 
irazing 

‘onderosa 
orest 

:ultural 
lesources 

;cenic Values 

Vatershed 

A- 

CA (108,000 
wed 

I Acquim state 
and private 
lands. 

Authorize 
Tuweep air- 
strip when 
state section is 
acquired. 

Where feasible 
place linear 
RiWs under- 
ground along 
existing roads. 

Provide special 
stipulation to 
protect 
archaeological 
resources on 
all roads 
maintained 
through 
specific 
authorizations. 

LOCATABLE 
.C NlMERAL.. : 

&W3?lAl-i&3T 

rpen to mineral 
xploration and 
evelopment. 

Aanage the 
lineral material 
~mgram in 
ccordance with 
he surface dis- 
urbance stipu- 
rtions found in 
rppendix 5. 

Bpen to leas- 
tg subject to 
tandard terms 
#nd conditions 

E II-2 
IR SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 
as of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) 

... uJLTl+lAFI-. 
REisiEATfOM 

Recreation: 
Complete level 
III recreation 
inventory. 
Manage for 
ROS classes as 
shown on Map 
[II-21. Sign 

for public 
safety and 
enjoyment. 

Classify as an 
SRMA. 

Develop user 

facilities at 
minimum level 

to reduce 
recreational 
impacts to 
area. 

Maintain 

Trumbull hikinG 
trail to top of 
mountain only. 

Cultural. 
Develop CRMP 
and designate 
use categories. 

Manage for 
public use, 
information, 
and conser- 
vation. 

Interpret 
Temple Trail 
and Sawmill 
site/lJinkaret 
Puebloes. 

. . : 
RAM&E Mf3T. 

u: Revise 
MPS to be 
ompatible 
vith RCA and 
vildemess 
nanagement 
IIan. 

Vatershed: 
Zontinue 
nplementa- 
ion of Langs 
lun Watershed 
ilanagement 
Ian. 

kmduct 
segetation 
.onversions to 
store water- 
hed. 

ROADS 
ANO-- 

ACCES5 .’ 

tiaintain roads 
,n transpor- 
.ation system. 

aw mainte- 
rance on other 
oads when 
ruthorized. 

qehabiliiate 
my tempor- 
nily upgraded 
vads to 
original design. 

-0tl3SB: 

Wanage under 
:ategofy C. 
Waintain a 
realthy, viable 
tnd biological- 
y diverse 
‘orest eco- 
system. De- 
felop a forest 
nanagement 
xogram. 

Woodlands: 
3ut in 
fesignated 
weas only. 

Conduct 
mgetation 
matments to 
ustom 
ecological 
:onditions, 
I?lpKWe 
watershed 
mnditions or 
astore natural 
appearance. 

imit to desig- 
tated roads 
md trails. 

OTHER ... 

Visual. Class A 
II, Ill. Estab- 
lish criteria for 
development. 

Wildlife: 
Focus man- 
agement on 
deer, turkey, 
Kaibab squirrel 
habitat and 
T&E species. 

Revise HMPs 
as appropriate 
to be compat- 
ible with RMP, 
RCA and 
WMP. 

See Appendix 
5. 

support 
Trumbull- 
Logan 
Wilderness 
Management 
Plan. 

Maintain 

compatible 
management 
with Grand 
Canyon 
National Park. 



































CHAPTER III 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

LAND RESOURCES 

The Arizona Strip District is an area separated 
geographically from access to the south, east, and west 
by the Colorado River gorge, Grand Canyon and Lake 
Mead. Fredonia, Colorado City and Littlefield/Beaver 
Dam are the only towns within the district boundaries. 
Page, Arizona; Kanab, Hurricane, and St. George, Utah; 
and Mesquite, Nevada provide most of the goods and 
services for those working within the district and the 
cultural and economic focus for the district. Residents of 
the Arizona Strip have closer social and economic ties to 
Utah and Nevada than to Arizona. 

IAND OWNERSHIP 

For administrative purposes, the district is divided 
into two resource areas known as the Shivwits and the 
Vermillion (Map S-l). There are 2,868,OOO acres of 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)-administered land 
on the Arizona Strip (Map S-2). The district is located in 
both Coconino and Mohave counties, Arizona. Table III- 
1 shows the acres of public land and minerals administered 
by BLM. Land status on the Arizona Strip District is 
approximately 85 percent public ownership, 10 percent 
state, and 5 percent private. 

F 7 

TABLE III-1 
PUBLIC IAND ACRES 

(SURFACE AND MINERAL OWNERSHIP) 
BLM, ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Ownership Acres 

Federal Surface 
Federal Mineral 2,814,OOO 
State Mineral 30,200 
Private Mineral 23,800 

State Surface 
Federal Mineral 15,700 

Private Surface 
Federal Mineral 93,700 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
c / 

There are presently 393,345 acres of public land withdrawn. 
Some of this withdrawn land has been proposed for 
revocation in previous plans and additional areas are 
proposed for revocation in this plan (Appendix 31). 

LAND AVAILABLE FOR RECREATION 
AND OTHER PUBLIC PURPOSES 

Over the years local government entities and non- 
profit organizations have acquired federal land at little 
cost under the Recreation and Public Purooses Act of 
1926 (R&PP). Either by lease or patent (deed) this land 
has been dedicated to use for landfills or for other uses 
which benefit the public at large. Table III-2 provides a 
breakdown of the number of acres leased or patented 
under the R&PP and their uses, by county. 

/ 

TABLE III-2 
R&PP LEASE AND PATENT ACREAGES 

ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 
BY COUNTY AND TYPE OF USE 

Use Coconino County Mohave Count 

Landfill 180.0 (Lease) 30 (Lease) 
Cemetery 60.4 (Patent) 10 (Patent) 
College 80 (Lease) 

TOTALS 240.4 Acres 120 Acres 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

LAND EXCHANGES 

BLM is in the process of negotiating the acquisition of 
161,800 acres of Arizona state land through exchange. If 
acquired, these lands will be managed for multiple-use 
and incorporated into the management strategies of the 
surrounding public lands. State-selected lands used in 
the exchanges would come from the Phoenix Distric!. 
However, all state exchanges have been suspended as 
the result of a ruling by the Arizona State Supreme Court 
that they are unconstitutional. In 1988, 13,000 acres of 
privateland in the Parashant area were acquired through 
a third-party exchange. There are opportunities to further 
consdidate public land holdings, acquire valuable resource 
lands, and meet demands for potential development 
through land exchanges. 

III-1 



CHAPTER III 

AIRPORTS 

The district has numerous airstrips or small airport 
facilities, the majority of which are no longer functional. 
Airstrips that continue to receive use include Marble 
Canyon, Cliff Dwellers, Toroweap, Whitmore, Colorado 
City, and Pakoon. These airstrips have few facilities and 
are typically maintained by the predominant users. 

Colorado City is proposing to expand their facilities 
to accommodate larger aircraft as well as a growing air 
traffic volume. They are planning to apply for an airport 
land grant. 

Preliminary discussions with the City of Page, Arizona 
have indicated a future need for expanded airport facilities. 
BLM lands in Ferry Swale, northwest of Page, have been 
identified by the city as a tentative location for a new, 
enlarged facility. This site and others are currently under 
studybytheFederalAviationAdministrationtodetermine 
their suitability from an air safety standpoint. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY DEVELOPMENT 

BLM is responsibleforauthorizing rights-of-ways (R/ 
W) on public lands. Use authorizations are made by 
several methods such as R/W, use permits, and leases. 
Land uses on public lands include roads, electrical trans- 
mission lines, telephone lines, pipelines, communication 
sites, electric power substations, and power distribution 
lines. Much of thedemand for land use authorizations is 
related to residential and industrial development. Land 
authorizations are currently processed on a case-by- 
case basis . The authorization process involves writing 
an environmental assessment or environmental impact 
statement (EIS) if appropriate and developing resource 
protection stipulations prior to approval of any such use. 
Table III-3 shows authorized uses by resource area. 

COMMUNICATION SITES 

Several areas on the district have been identified as 
communication sites. Among these are Black Rock 
Mountain, Seegmiller Mountain, Mt. Logan, and Point-of- 
Rock. They are designed to minimize proliferation of 
sites in scattered areas. They provide important services 
to a large percentage of the population in this age of 
information. The chief impact is visual due to the necessary 
buildings and towers. These are screened by vegetation, 
terrain, facility design, and paint. Exceptions are towers 
that must be high enough to protect people and animals 
from high power radio transmissions. Higher towers 
must also be visible to aircraft and are regulated by the 
Federal Aviation Administration. 

\ 
TABLE III-3 

LAND USE AUTHORIZATIONS 
ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

BY RESOURCE AREA AND TYPE OF USE 

Authorized Use Shivwits RA Vermillion RA 

Roads 6 16 
Utilities R/W 5 20 
Communication Sites 3 2 
R&PP 2 4 
Airports 1 3 
Small Tract Lease 1 0 
Other R/W 0 14 
R/W Corridors 1 2 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
/ 

RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDORS 

Existing management framework plans (MFPs) 
designated one R/W corridor traversing the district east 
towestalongthepresentrouteoftheNavajo-McCullough 
500 kV powerline. The corridor is two miles wide on the 
Shivwits Resource Area and 2,000 feet wide on the 
Vermillion Resource Area. The corridor provides a single 
route capable of accommodating multiple transmission 
facilities, minimizing adverse environmental impacts and 
reducing the need for many separate R/Ws. It also 
provides a specific location and planning base for 
companies considering R/W projects. Major transmission 
facility proponents are directed to this corridor as the 
BLM-preferred route. Full use of this corridor may be 
limited by the terrain and rocky conditions in the nearby 
Beaver Dam Mountains of Utah. 

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 

The Payment In Lieu of Taxes Act (PILT) provides 
money to county governments to compensate for the 
loss of property tax revenue on tax-exempt public lands. 
BLM has been delegated the responsibility of administering 
the PILT Through the Secretary of the Interior. The payments 
aredesigned to supplement otherfederal receipt-sharing 
funds that local governments may be receiving. Payments 
received under the act may be used by the recipients for 
any government purpose and are based on the number 
of acres of “entitlement land” within the county. Entitlement 
land consists of land administered by the National Forest 
Service, National Park Service, BLM, and land dedicated 
to the use of federal water resource development projects. 
Table III-4 shows payments over the past three years to 
each county within the district. 
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TABLE III-4 
PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 

Payments 
County $ 1985 $ 1988 $ 1987 

Coconino 453,512 448,880 463,704 
Mohave 971,656 960,947 986,369 

TOTALS 1,42&l 68 1,409,827 1,452,073 

Dollar figures are for all public lands in the subject 
counties, not just that affected by the Arizona Strip. 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
. / 

The act specifically prohibits payments for tax-exempt 
land acquired from state or local governments, but 
authorizes payments for any land acquired after December 
31, 1970 as additions to the National Park Service or 
national forest wilderness areas. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

PHYSIOGRAPHY 

The Arizona Strip District lies within two distinct 
physiographic provinces. The western third of the district, 
from the Grand Wash Cliffs to the Nevada border, lies in 
the Basin and Range province. This area is characterized 
by irregular surfaces, northerly trending mountain ranges, 
sedimentfilled basins, abundant igneous and metamorphic 
rock exposures, extensive faulting and folding, and large 
exposures of Precambrian rock. 

The eastern two-thirds of the district lies within the 
Colorado Plateau province. This area, from the Grand 
Wash Cliffs east to Marble Canyon, exhibits primarily 
sedimentary rock exposures; a regular, gently dipping 
surface; and elevations exceeding 1 mile with subordinate 
plateaus exceeding 9,000 feet. Breccia pipes, unique 
geologic features in this portion of the Colorado Plateau, 
are important for mineral development due to their potantbl 
for high grade uranium deposits (Figure III-l). Most of 
the significant, locatable mineral production written on 
the district is from these features. 

MINERALS AND MINERAL POTENTIAL 

The Arizona Strip District has been rated for its min- 
eral potential (BLM, 1988) using the guidance contained 

in the Bureau’s 3031 Manual. A summary of the rating for 
all mineral resources is shown on Table 111-5. A descrip- 
tion of the potential and certainty levels are given in 
Appendix 22. The rating given in the table indicates the 
highest rating for that resource within the district and 
does not imply that the resource has the potential for 
uniform occurrence throughout the district. 

Oil and Gas 

To date, no economic occurrences of oil or gas 
resources have been encountered in wells drilled on the 
district. Hmever, the district has been orJy lightly explored 
for these resources with only 43 wells drilled. Most of the 
wells are shallow and no wells have tested rocks older 
than Cambrian age. Hydrocarbon shows have been 
reported from many of the wells drilled, primarily from 
rocks of Permian age, but also from rocks as old as 
Devonian. Only three of the wells were drilled in the Basin 
and Range physiographic province. Of the 40 wells 
drilled in the portion of the district lying in the Colorado 
Plateau, 21 were drilled on the Uinkaret Plateau, twelve 
on the Kanab Plateau, four on the Shivwits Plateau, and 
three on the Kaibab Plateau. Hydrocarbon shows have 
been reported from wells drilled on all of the plateaus. 

Figure III-l. Typical Breccia Pipe 
Uranium Deposit 
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TABLE III-5 

MINERAL RESOURCE POTENTIAL RATINGS 

Mineral Resource Level of Level of 
Potential Certainty* 

Coal O-No Potential D 
Oil and Gas M-Moderate C 
Geothermal M-Moderate B 
Sodium M-Moderate C 
Potassium O-No Potential C 
Metallic Minerals H-High D 
Uranium H-High D 
Non-Metallic H-High D 
Common Varieties H-High D 

* See Appendix 22 for a description of certainty 
levels. 

B-Available data provide indirect evidence to sup- 
port or refute the possible existence of minerals. 

C-Available data provide direct evidence but are 
quantitatively minimal to support or refute the 
possible existence of minerals. 

D-Available data provide abundant direct and 
indirect evidence to support or refute the possible 
existence of minerals. 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
\ / 

Ryder (1983) rated the oil and gas potential of the 
Arizona Strip District as moderate in the north-central 
and extreme western portions of the district. This rating 
was based on several oil shows reported from wells 
drilled in the area and the location of the tracts in relation 
to the Paleozoic hingeline. In the case of the moderate 
potential in the north-central portion of the district, 
consideration was also given to that area’s location in 
relation to the Virgin oil field in southwest Utah. In both 
areas, Ryder speculated that any hydrocarbons present 
would have migrated into the area from the Rocky Mountain 
Geosyncline lying to the west. Heylmun (1987) rated the 
Arizona Strip as having good potential for oil accumulations 
in northwest-striking, anticlinal folds and other structural 
traps located away from major fault zones. Good potential 
was also assigned to the Shnabkaib member of the 
Moenkopi Formationand theToroweap Formationwhere 
stratigraphictraps may exist. Reynoldsand others (1988) 
recently recognized the Proterozoic Chuar group as a 
potential source rock for hydrocarbons in northern Arizona. 
It would appearthat the manythousands of feet of marine 

sediment that lie in and immediately adjacent to the 
Arizona Strip District to the west could provide at least a 
moderate potential for the origination and possible migration 
of hydrocarbons into the area. 

Based on the above information, the district has 
been rated as to oil and gas potential (Map III-l). Oil and 
gas accumulations which could underlie the district 
probably occur in structural or stratigraphic traps within 
rocks of upper Proterozoic through upper Paleozoic 
ages. Thecertainty of oil and gas in this area is supported 
by direct evidence in the form of oil and gas shows in 
wells. However, the evidence is too small to support or 
refute the existence of a valuable resource. Tertiary and 
Holocene erosion along the major drainages crossing 
the district would tend to lower the potential for the 
preservation of hydrocarbon accumulations due to 
probable groundwater flushing. Thus, most of the southern 
and eastern portion of the district is rated as having low 
potential. Only indirect evidence indicates a possibility 
that oil and gas may not exist. 

Geothermal 

Extensive exploration for geothermal resources in 
the district has not occurred, though warm springs and 
wells occur in the area. Geothermal resources exposed 
in the area are of very low temperature and not presently 
usable for purposes other than space heating. The 
potential for using geothermal resources is low given the 
sparse population of the Arizona Strip. 

Sodium 

Sodium deposits have been reported from the Muddy 
Creek Formation near Mesquite, Nevada and is contained 
within small isolated playa deposits. Though information 
of a quantitative nature is lacking, this area has been 
classified as potentially valuable for sodium (Map 111-2). 
Other than reconnaissance work, no exploration or 
development of the sodium resource has occurred. 

METALLIC MINERALS 

Potentially favorable environments for the occurrence 
of metallic minerals in the Arizona Strip include carbonate- 
hosted gold, placer gdd, and breccia pipe-related precious 
and base metal deposits, possibly containing rare earth 
elements. 

Carbonate-hosted gold shows a moderate potential 
for occurrence in thevirgin Mountains. Gold mineralization 
in the area would be of the bulk-tonnage, low-grade type 
described by Berger (1986) and Fisher and Juilland 
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(1986). Mineralization would be associated with normal, 
thrust, and possibly detachment faults in the area. Small 
deposits and anomalies of tungsten, copper, sliver, arsenic, 
molybdenum, lead, and zinc have been identified in the 
area (Villalobos and Ham, 1981). These elements are 
either pathfinder elements or occur in small deposits in 
the vicinity of gold mineralization (Berger, 1986). 

Placer gold deposits reportedly occur along the 
lower western slope of the Beaver Dam and Virgin 
Mountains, Mineralization reportedly ranges from 0.05 to 
0.07 grams per tonne and occurs in alluvial gravels along 
Beaver Dam Wash. Exploration for gold deposits is 
taking place immediately north of the Arizona Strip District 
in Utah (Spooner, 1988). Based on the geologic 
environment, the inferred geologic processes, and reported 
occurrence of gold, the alluvial material along Beaver 
Dam Wash shows a moderate potential for the occurrence 
of gdd. Gold exploration is occurring although development 
potential is speculative. 

Breccia piperelated precious and base metal deposits 
occur along the lower Grand Wash Cliffs and Virgin 
Mountains. These deposits reportedly contain copper 
(up to 23 percent), silver (up to 10 ounces per ton), and 
relatively minor amounts of lead, zinc, uranium, and gold 
(Keith and others, 1983). Germanium and Gallium occur 
in the Apex deposit in Utah (Bernstein, 1986). These 
elements could occur in breccia pipes along the lower 
Grand Wash Cliffs and Virgin Mountains. Based on the 
geologic environment, inferred geologic processes, 
abundant direct and indirect evidence, and mines in the 
areas, they have been rated as having a high potential for 
the occurrence of metallic mineral resources (Map 111-3). 

Uranium 

Exploration and development of uranium resources 
are currently the most active mineral-related operations 
in the district. There is currently one mine in production, 
two in various stages of development, two undergoing 
reclamation and three that have been dosed and redaimed. 
These mines lie in breccia pipes (Figure III-l) found north 
and west of the Kanab Creekdrainage. Reclaimed mines 
have responded very well to reclamation efforts undertaken. 

Breccia pipes in theArizona Striporiginate in Redwall 
Limestone and form collapse features in overlying rocks 
as recent as the Chlnle Formation. Uranium mineralization 
occurs in the Supai through Toroweap formations (Krewedl 
and Carisey, 1986). Eight deposits of uranium, presently 
economical to develop, have been identified by Energy 
Fuels Nuclear in the Kanab Creek area. These deposits 
are almost exclusively uranium-bearing, though other 
metals are known to exist. Active exploration programs 

have been undertaken by several companies in search of 
additional deposits on the Arizona Strip. 

Uranium deposits in the uranium member of the 
Chinle Formation are in ancient stream channels 
characterized by the carbonaceous trash typical of such 
deposits. 

Sandstonetype uranium deposits occur in the Petrified 
Forestand Shinarump members ofthe Chinle Formation. 
These deposits typically occur in medium to coarse 
grained sandstones and conglomerates deposited along 
ancient stream channels, Uranium mineralization is 
associated with carbonaceous material contained within 
the sandstone and conaomerates. Uranium was produced 
from deposits in the 1950s (Keith et al., 1983; Scarborough, 
1981; Baillieu and Zollinger, 1980). Vermillion Cliffs deposits 
yielded 1,524 tons of uranium ore averaging 0.201 percent 
U308 between 1954 and 1957 (Scarborough, 1981). 
These deposits are located within the presentday Venillion 
Cliffs Wilderness Area. Uranium was also produced from 
the Rainbow Hills mining district, though no production 
figures are available. Based on geologic environments, 
inferred geologic processes, and numerous mines in 
theseareas, they have been rated as having high potential 
for the occurrence of uranium resources (Map 111-4). 
This rating is supported by abundant direct and indirect 
evidence. 

Gypsum 

On the Arizona Strip District, gypsum occurs in the 
Pakoon Dolomite, Seligman, and Woods Ranch members 
of theToroweap Formation (Nielson, 1986; Hintze, 1986; 
Moore, 1972), the Harrisburg member of the Kaibab 
Formation (Nielson, 1986; Cheevers and Rawson, 1979); 
and the Lower Red member of the Moenkopi Formation 
(Stewart et al., 1972; Wilson, 1962). Gypsum in the 
Kaibab and Moenkopi formations appears to be of good 
quality. Based on the known occurrence of gypsum in 
these formations, areas overlain by the Toroweap, Kaibab, 
and Moenkopi formations are highly favorable for containing 
gypsum. The thick gypsum deposit in the Pakoon Dolomite 
appears to be an isolated occurrence in the Cedar Pockets 
area and, as such, the Pakoon Dolomite has been rated 
highly favorable there (Map 111-2). The probability that 
gypsum occurs in these areas is high. 

Large gypsum deposits occur in the northwestern 
portion of the district around Black Rock Gulch, the north 
end d the Sunshine Trail, and in Cedar Pockets. Operators 
areactively mining in two locations, with another inactive. 
Assays show the Cedar Pockets and Black Rock Gulch 
deposits show high quality and gcod potential for gypsum 
mining in these areas. 
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CHAPTER III 

Sand and Gravel 

In the western portion of the district, gravel is abundant 
along the lower slopes of the Virgin and Beaver Dam 
mountains. Here alluvial fans have formed and the gravel 
is expected to be unsorted but of good quality. Well 
sorted, good quality gravel is also expected in and along 
stream terraces which have formed along both the Beaver 
Dam Wash and the Virgin River. Based on the surface 
exposures found here, these areas appear highly favorable 
for good quality gravel (Map 1115). 

Sand and gravel resources are relatively scarce in 
the central portion of the Arizona Strip District. Large 
deposits are confined to isolated exposures of gravel in 
the lower portions of the Moenkopi Formation. Both 
Cedar Knoll and Little Cedar Knoll are examples of this 
type of deposit. These deposits, though few, contain 
significant quantities of good quality gravel. The remainder 
of the central portion of the district is relatively gravel- 
poor. Small deposits of good quality gravel occur in 
exposures of the Shinarump member of the Chinle 
Formation, deposits formed along the western flank of 
the Hurricane fault zone and Quaternary-aged ephemeral 
stream channels cut into the Kaibab Formation. Gravel 
deposits within the Shinarump member may be cemented 
and drilling and blasting or ripping may be required to 
develop the gravel resources in some areas. Gravel 
along the Hurricane fault zone is composed primarily of 
limestone and may be found virtually anywhere along the 
western escarpment of the fault zone. Gravel occuring 
in Quaternary stream channel deposits would probably 
be confined to relatively narrow zones, about 75 feet 
wide. Based on known occurrences in these environments, 
gravel probably occurs in the area (Map 111-5). 

In the extreme eastern portion of the district, gravel is 
relatively scarce. Exposures of good quality gravel do, 
however, occur along the eastern flank of the Kaibab 
monocline. Here gravel formed in alluvial fans and 
ephemeral stream channels at the mouths of canyons 
emanating from the Kaibab Plateau. The gravel resource 
is relatively unsorted with sizes ranging from boulders to 
sand. In addition to these resources, the potential exists 
for the occurrence of gravel resources in the Chinle 
Formation (Map 111-5). 
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SUMMARY OF PAST ACTIVITY 

Leasable Mineral Resources 

The only leasable mineral resources explored for in 
the district are oil and gas. These are the only leasable 
minerals likely to be explored for or developed over the 
life of the plan and are, therefore, the only mineral resources 
discussed. 

About 43 oil and gas exploration wells have been 
drilled in the Arizona Strip beginning with the first well in 
1909. None of these wells have produced oil or gas in 
paying quantities, though oil and gas shows have been 
reported froma majorityof thewells. Disturbance caused 
by each well, including access, typically ranges between 
five and ten acres. Assuming an average of eight acres 
disturbed per well, approximately 345 acres have been 
disturbed because of oil and gas exploration. 

Typical well drilling operations last uptofour months, 
though deeperwells maytake longer. Since no oil or gas 
has been produced from this area, all disturbances have 
been reclaimed immediately following exploration. 
Complete reclamation of the disturbance requires from 
five to ten years. 

Locatable Minerals 

Within the district, locatable minerals being explored 
and developed include those contained in breccia pipes 
(primarily uranium). Exploration and production of other 
minerals such as gold and uncommon varieties of stone 
are occurring and are expected to continue through the 
life of this plan. Map III-6 shows areas within the district 
where large claim blocks have been located and active 
mines presently exist. The size, configuration, and location 
of these claimed areas is constantly changing due to 
mining claimabandonment and new claim location. Map 
III-7 shows the location of mines and exploration sites 
submitted under 43 CFR 3809 regulations since 1980. 

Complete rehabilitation of a disturbance generally 
requiresfromfive toten years. Aftera BLM site inspection 
determines a site to be completely rehabilitated, the 
operator and claimant are released from further obligation 
for reclamation of that site. A site is determined by the 
BLM to be completely rehabilitated when vegetation on 
the disturbed site is equal in density and variety to 
vegetation in the surrounding undisturbed area. In addition, 
the site must be adequately contoured and all foreign 
debris removed. New roads constructed for exploration 
and mining purposes are shown on Map 1118. When 
these roads are no longer needed, they will be reclaimed. 



The following is a summary of past locatable mineral 
exploration and development activity by commodity: 

Uranium: 

From January 1980 through September 1988, 528 
notices or plans have been submitted for uranium 
exploration or development activities on the district. 
Table III-6 summarizes these activities by fiscal year 
(October 1 through September 30). 

Of 528 cases submitted, 384 (73 percent) resulted in 
actual surfacedisturbance. Exploration activities consist 
of drilling, trenching, and temporary access. Those sites 
not yet reclaimed include ongoing exploration and sites 
where future reentry is planned. Currently there are five 
mines in various phases of development, all within the 
Vermillion Resource Area. These mines have disturbed 
139 acres. The three Hack Canyon mines, developed 
from two surface facilities and 5.6 miles of upgraded 
access (37.8 acres disturbed) were closed and fully 
reclaimed in 1988. The remaining mine sites will be 
reclaimed immediately following depletion of the ore 
body. On the average, 17 acres are disturbed per mine 
site, totaling 766 acres of surface disturbance to 1990. 
Reclamation generally begins immediately or soon after 
the operator determines that no further exploration is 
warranted or production has been completed. 

Gypsum: 

Since the surface management regulations became 
effective, 20 cases have been submitted for gypsum 
exploration and development. These cases include both 
notices and plans. Only 45 percent of the submitted 
cases resulted in actual surface disturbance. Of the nine 
sites disturbed, none have completed redamation. Seven 
of the sites have ongoing exploration or development. 
On the remaining two, steps are being taken to assure 
reclamation. Table III-7 summarizes these activities by 
fiscal year. 

Other Minerals: 

Since the surface management regulations became 
effective, nine cases have been s&n&d for the exploration 
and development of other locatable minerals on the 
district. These cases include both notices and plans. 
Table III-8 summarizes these activities by fiscal year. 

Of eight cases with surface disturbance, two were for 
uncommon varieties of stone, five wereforother minerals 
including gold, and one was for a water tank associated 
with uranium exploration. The half-acre unreclaimed 
case has exploration activities still being conducted on it. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources occur over the Arizona Strip in patterns 
of densely occupied areas and widely scattered sites. 
Due to the vast areas and widespread nature of these 
resources, only significant sites are discussed. 

Cultural resources on the Arizona Strip District 
developed from centuries of human occupation which 
has been divided into five time periods: Paleoindian 
(9500-7000 B.C.), Archaic (7000-300 B.C.), Formative 
(300 B.C.-A.D. 1200), Neo-Archaic (A.D. 1200-l 540), and 
Historic (1540-Present) (Altschul and Fairley, 1989). The 
Formative is by far the best represented period on the 
district. Recorded sites from the Archaic and Neo- 
Archaic periods are poorly represented, often a result of 
their subtle appearance or lack of diagnostic artifacts. 
Formative period sites are found districtwide, while Neo- 
Archaic sites are more prevalent in the western portion. 
Sites classified as base and temporary camps have no 
structural remains but contain artifacts and features 
indicating short-term occupation. Limited activity sites 
include artifact scatters (lithic scatter, sherd scatter, 
groundstone scattersora combination of these), isolated 
features (e.g., roasting pit, hearth, rock art, granary/&t, 
trail, burial), and specialized activity sites (e.g., quarries, 
agricultural features, shrines). Sites classifll as “unknown” 
arethoseforwhich not enough informationwas known to 
assign them to a particular type. This data is from Class 
III inventories completed on approximately 2 percent of 
the Arizona Strip District acreage. 

VANDALISM 

Vandalism of clltural properties is an ongoing problem. 
It includes a wide range of impacts such as defacement 
of rock art, dismantling of historic cabins, collecting 
arrowheads and other artifacts from the surface of 
prehistoric sites, and premeditated theft for commercial 
or personal purposes. In the past, archaeologists have 
not always documented vandalism when recording sites, 
which makes it difficult to determine the extent of the 
problem. 

Even with these limitations, records indicate that 
where a source of site disturbance is documented, 12.7 
percent of site impacts are identified as vandalism (Altshul 
and Fairly, 1989). This number is significantly higher in 
certain geographical areas and for specific site types. 
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TABLE III-6 
URANIUM EXPLORATION / DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Activity 
Fiscal Year 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 Total 

Exoloration 

# of cases submitted 5 57 86 47 82 26 68 87 70 528 
# of cases w/activity 5 47 58 34 51 22 52 62 53 384 
% cases w/activity 100 82 67 72 62 85 76 71 76 73 

# of known drill holes 48 149 269 121 272 35 170 107 40 1,211 
# of cases w/drill holes 5 43 49 23 40 11 29 26 11 237 
# of holes/case 9.6 3.5 5.5 5.3 6.8 3.2 5.9 4.1 3.6 5.1 

# acres disturbed 6.5 33.9 57.2 39.4 62.8 24.8 60.5 72.4 57.6 415.1 
# acres reclaimed 6.5 29.7 44.1 38.5 54.0 18.9 50.5 44.6 44.2 331 
% acres reclaimed 100 88 77 98 86 76 83 62 77 80 
Avg. acres disturbed/case 1.3 .72 .99 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.1 1.1 

Develooment 

Mine name 
Mine yard acres 
Upgraded access acres 

(from 10’ to 35’ W) 
New access acres (35’ W) 
Total access acres 
Powerline 
Total # acres disturbed 
Total # acres reclaimed 

Hack Pige K.N. Pine Herm AZ 1 
21.7 40.0 17.7 20.8 23.6 19.4 143.2 
16.1 30.3 19.7 51.5 0 0 117.6 

0 0 8.5 2.1 5.1 0.1 15.8 
16.1 30.3 28.2 53.6 5.1 0.1 133.4 
17.6 17.0 9.7 10.1 0 0 54.4 
55.4 87.3 75.3 84.5 28.7 19.5 350.7 
37.8 0 0 0 0 0 -37.8 

Acres disturbed 6.5 89.3 144.5 39.4 138.1 24.8 145 101.1 77.1 765.8 
Acres reclaimed 6.5 67.5 44.1 38.5 54 18.9 50.5 44.6 44.2 368.8 
% acres reclaimed 100 80 31 98 39 76 35 44 57 48 
Avg. acresdisturbed/case 1.3 1.9 2.5 1.2 2.7 1.2 2.8 1.6 1.5 2.0 

. 
Source: Arizona Strip District files 
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TABLE III-7 
GYPSUM EXPLORATION / DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Activity 1981 1982 
Fiscal Year 

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 TOTAL 

# Cases Submitted 2 0 1 3 3 7 3 1 20 
# Cases with Activity 2 0 2 1 3 0 1 9 
% Cases with Activity 100 0 67 33 43 0 100 45 

Acres Disturbed 7 0 8 1 11 0 1 28 
Acres Reclaimed 0 - - 0 0 0 - 0 0 
% Acres Reclaimed 0 - - 0 0 0 - 0 0 
Avg. Acres Disturbed/Case 3.5 - - 4.0 1.0 3.7 0.5 3.1 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

F 

TABLE III-8 
OTHER MINERALS EXPLORATION / DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Activity 1981 1982 
Fiscal Year 

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 TOTAL 

# Cases Submitted 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 4 9 
# Cases with Activity 1 2 - 1 1 - - 3 8 
% Cases with Activity 100 100 - 100 100 - - 75 89 

Acres Disturbed 0.1 0.5 - 0.1 0.1 - - 0.4 1.2 
Acres Reclaimed 0 0.5 - 0.1 0.1 - - 0 0.7 
% Acres Reclaimed 0 100 - 100 100 - - 0 58 
Avg. Acres Disturbed/Case 0.1 0.3 - 0.1 0.1 - - 0.1 0.2 

Source: Arizona Strio District files 
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CHAPTER III 

IMPORTANT PREHISTORIC CULTURAL 
RESOURCE AREAS 

While the Arizona Strip is known to have many 
cultural resources some areas contain particularly high 
concentrations of cultural properties. The areas described 
below are recognized as priority areas, but other areas 
within the district have been recognized for their cultural 
significance. 

The Paria Canyon and Plateau contain virtually the 
entire spectrum of site types and features known to occur 
in the northern southwest, including pithouses, surface 
masonry features, habitation structures, granaries, storage 
cists, hearths, lithic scatters, open campsites, rock art, 
rock shelters, and trails. Over 500 sites have been 
recorded in this area to date, of which many are large and 
impressive. The area holds great potential for answering 
important research questions. 

Moonshine Ridge is an area which offers an abundance 
of sites representing varying ages of past human 
occupancy. The area has a pinyon-juniper woodland 
cover varying from scattered to closed canopy. The 
footslopesof the mesa are one of the potential sources of 
water. The pinyon-juniper covered ridges surrouml broad 
valleys of potential horticultural land. The area has had 
random sampling surveys as well as approximately 400 
acres of Class Ill surveys conducted by students of 
BrighamYoung University (BYU) in the summer of 1987. 
This area has a potential for answering important research 
questions. Observation has established the Johnson 
Spring and Lost Spring Mountain areas as having rich 
cultural resources, much like Moonshine Ridge. In addition, 
Lost Spring Mountain has a high frequency of rock 
,shelter and surface masonry features and rock art. 

Mt. Trumbull and the Uinkaret Plateau have seen 
thousands of years of human activii due to the abundance 
of game animals, wild plant food, water, fertile soils and 
timber. Humans occupied the area by 2600 B.C., as 
evidenced by the split twig figurines found in nearby 
canyon rockshelters. By about A.D. 1, evidence of 
horticulture appears as Anasazi occupation of the Uinkaret 
Mountains appears in the form of both small and large 
habitation sites and rock art. The Uinkaret Mountains 
also offer signs of Paiute occupation through ceramics 
found in association with several Anasazi pueblo sites. 
Much is still to be learned about the human occupancy of 
the Uinkaret Mountains. Only a few thousand acres are 
currently inventoried. This area has potential for answering 
many important research questions for both the public 
lands and those administered by the Grand Canyon 
National Park. This area has two significant rockart sites, 

Wiich Pool and Nampaweap. Nampaweap is an extensive 
petroglyph site and Witch Pool has petroglyphs and 
some pictographs possibly dating from the era of the 
John Wesley Powell Expedition. 

The Virgin River Corridor has a high density of various 
prehistoric sites. Many have been vandalized; however, 
they still contain enough remains to provide valuable 
scientific information. Little Black Mountain is a petroglyph 
site found south of St. George, Utah on the state line, a 
short distance from the Virgin River. The Virgin and 
Beaver Dam mountains are predicted to have medium 
site density, mainly seasonal campsites of all cultures. 
The Wolf Hole, Black Rock and Poverty mountains are 
predicted to have both small habitation sites and campsites. 
Exploitive (hunting, gathering) sites in medium densities 
should be found on the benches of the Shivwits and 
Sanup Plateaus. Seasonal hunting and gathering sites in 
lowdensitiesare predicted inthe Grand Wash areas. The 
heads of all the canyons leading to the Grand Canyon, 
and where canyon floors are influenced by flood 
(agriculture) zones, are all predicted to have high densities 
of prehistoric cultural sites. Varying levels of inventory 
are beginning to confirm the predictions. 

HISTORIC SITES 

The Honeymoon and Temple Trails are of great 
historical significance. The point of origin for both trails 
is the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (LDS) 
Temple in St. George, Utah. The history of the trails is 
entwined with different aspects of the LDS religion. 

The Temple Trail connects St. George to the old 
sawmill sites on Mt. Trumbull. The sawmillsand trail were 
built in 1872 to transport lumber to the temple, 80 miles to 
the northeast in St. George. The Temple Trail goes east 
from St. George to Fort Pierce, then up a dugway built 
through the Hurricane Cliffs. At the top, the trail runs 
south to Mt. Trumbull. 

The Honeymoon Trail, built in 1872, also originates 
from the St. GeorgeTemple and runs east along the same 
route as the Temple Trail until cresting the Hurricane 
Cliffs near Antelope Spring. There, the Honeymoon Trail 
turns east to Lee’s Ferry on the Colorado River, 130 miles 
from St. George. 

Other trails through the Arizona Strip include the 
Dominguez & Escalante (D&E) Trail of 1776, Jedediah 
Smith’sTrail along thevirgin River, the Old Spanish Trail, 
and otherminortrails. Many of these minortrailsfollowed 
established Indian trails, but they are not marked, since 
their exact location is not known. 
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Antelope Cave on the Uinkaret Plateau was listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 1975. 
Two historic trails and two archaeological districts on the 
Arizona Strip have been nominated and determined eligible 
for listing on the NRHP in 1976. These are the Paria 
Plateau Archaeological District (70,000 acres and 416 
sites), Mt. Trumbull Archaeological District (18,250 acres 
and 72 sites), and the Temple and Honeymoon trails. 
Many other recorded archaeological sites are known to 
be potentially eligible for nomination to the NRHP. 

VEGETATION 

The Arizona Strip District RMP area is made up of 
several vegetation types (Map III-g). Table III-9 describes 
each vegetation type, district percentage covered by the 
type, associated species, typical elevation of occurrence, 
and average annual precipitation. Appendix 2 presents a 
discussion on vegetation trend relative to grazing 
management and climate. 

At present, BLM is conducting ecological site mapping 
and descriptions. This information will be used to determine 
objectives for managing vegetation for various 
management units (watersheds, grazing allotments, 
ACECs, etc.). Ecological site inventory information will 
be useful in identifying desirable plant communities. 
Management of the various activities that affect vegetation 
will then be guided toward meeting the objectives. 

TABLE III-9 
VEGETATION TYPES ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

% Of Annual 
District Elevation Precip. 

Type (Federal) Associated Species (Common Name) (feet) (inches) 

Pinyon-Juniper 25 Pinyon, juniper, sagebrush, cliffrose, blue grama, galleta grass, 4500-8000 1 O-20 
Indian ricegrass, squirreltail, ring muhly 

Grassland 22 

Desert Shrub 19 

Sagebrush 17 

Saltbush 5 

Blue grama, galleta grass, squirreltail, Indian ricegrass, 
crested wheatgrass, Aussian wildrye 

Blackbrush, shadscale, ephedra, buckwheats, wolfberry, yucca 

Big sagebrush, sandsage, fringed sage, black sagebrush, 
Bigelow sage, ephedra, cliffrose, fourwing saltbush, Junegrass, 
blue grama, galleta grass, western wheatgrass, squirreltail 

Fourwing saltbush, blue grama, galleta grass, sacaton, 
shadscale 

4000-5000 5-12 

2500-5000 5-12 

3000-8000 8-16 

3000-6000 5-12 

Half Shrub 

Creosote Bush 

Mountain Shrub 

Blackbrush 

Riparian 

Shadscale 

Conifer 

Annuals 

. 

3 Snakeweed, blue grama, galteta grass, shadscale 3000-6000 5-12 

3 Creosote, bursage, range ratany, big galleta, yucca 2500-4000 5-10 

1 Oak, serviceberry, mountain mahogany, bluegrasses 5000-8000 15-25 

1 Blackbrush, snakeweed, range ratany, ephedra, yucca, 
Indian ricegrass, galleta 

1 Cottonwood, willow, tamarisk, rushes, sedges 

1 Shadscale, galleta grass, blue grama, fourwing saltbush 3000-4500 5-10 

1 Ponderosa pine, cliffrose, bitterbrush, sagebrush, 6000-8000 15-25 
Arizona fescue, blue grama 

1 Cheatgrass, Russian thistle 4000-6000 5-12 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
/ 
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CHAPTER III 

WATERSHED RESOURCES 

During the 1970s the Arizona Strip District carried 
out the Phase I Watershed Conservation and Development 
Inventory (WC&DI). From this inventory erosion condition 
classes were determined districtwide by transects, using 
the Soil Surface Factor (SSF) method (Appendix 23 and 
Map III-1 0). Table III-1 0 summarizes this data. 

f . 

TABLE III-1 1 
WATERSHED CATEGORIZATIONS 

ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Category Description 
Federal, State, & 
Private Acreage 
in the RMP Area 

TABLE III-1 0 
EROSION CONDITION CLASSES 

(FEDERAL ACRES) 

I Watershed units in satisfactory 808,000 
erosion condition and not 
especially susceptible to wind 
and water erosion. 

ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Stable Slight Moderate Critical Severe Total 

1% 37% 54% 7% 1% 100% 

II Watershed units in satisfactory 1,226,OOO 
erosion condition, but suscept- 

ible to wind and water erosio 
following disturbance. 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

The district also used a method developed by the 
Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee (PSIAC) to 
estimate sediment yield from largeareas. Each allotment 
was transected in several areas and an average sediment 
yield was calculated for each allotment and listed in both 
the Vermillion and Shivwits Grazing EISs. 

III Watershed units in unsatisfactory 0 
erosion condition and unresponsive 
to treatment because of the soil 
temperature / moisture regime. 

IV Watershed units in unsatisfactory 1 ,188,OOO 
erosion condition but responsive 
to treatment. 

From the late 1970s to the present, the Soil 
Conservation Service has been conducting an Order III 
Rangeland Soil Survey for the district. The survey has 
been completed on the Vermillion Resource Area and is 
currently being conducted on the Shivwits Resource 
Area. Completeand draft data areavailable at thedistrict 
and area off ices. 

. 
Source: Arizona Strip District files 

/ 

Allotments were categorized to identify existing or 
potential problem areas and set priorities for watershed 
rehabilitation work and more intensive management. 
Map II-7 shows watershed category areas and Appendix 
11 lists allotments in each category. 

BLM has used the SSF and PSIAC information along 
with soil survey information, vegetation inventories and 
professional experience to evaluate the watershed condition 
for each allotment written on the district. This evaluation 
considered current erosion conditions, erosion hazards 
and the soil moisture/temperature regime. To facilitate 
management, watershed conditions were evaluated on 
grazing allotment boundaries rather than watershed 
boundaries. However, when actual watershed manage- 
ment recommendations are made they will be made by 
soil type or geomorphologic position. 

Watersheds in either Category I or II are currently in 
satisfactory or better erosion condition. These watersheds 
are now functioning properly. 

Soil salinity was a classification criterion in this 
categorization. The relationship between erosion condition, 
salinity and sediment yield was implied. A highly eroded 
saline watershed will carry more salt downstream. This 
becomes important in planning management for erosion- 
prone watersheds or allotments (Map III-1 1). 

Watershed condition has been evaluated on each The district has two watershed activity plans. The 
grazing allotment in thedistrict. Each allotment wasthen Fort Pierce Community Watershed Plan addresses the 
placed in one of the four categories described in Table Fort Pierce drainage basin, extending into Hurricane, 
III-1 1. Over 36 percent of the district is in Category IV, Mainstreet, and Clayhole valleys. The Upper Langs Run 
unsatisfactory erosion condition, but soils would be Watershed Plan addresses the area north and west of Mt. 
responsive to treatment. Logan. 
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In addition to these activity plans, several other 
watershed activity plan needs have been identified: Fort 
Pierce Wash, Hobble Canyon, Johnson Run, Wolf Hole 
Valley, Upper Bull Rush Wash, and Lower Hurricane 
Valley. These watershed areas have been identified as 
having the most severe watershed conditions. Due to 
funding constraints and other priorities, they have not yet 
been written. There is also one palred plot erosion study 
going on in Hidden Hills. This study is measuring the soil 
loss from the same soil type, one plot under grazing and 
one not being grazed. Once this data is collected it can 
be used with the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) for 
comparative analysis and transfer. 

WATER RESOURCES 

The district has been conducting water source 
inventories since the early 1980s. This inventory included 
field surveys of stockponds, springs, seeps, potholes, 
playas, wells, and perennial stream systems. For the 
most part, the field inventory is complete. However, 
much of the data still requires incorporation into the 
Bureau’s water data management system. There are 
approximately880 stockponds, 350 springs and seeps, 3 
playets, 6 potholes, and 70 wells. The district has three 
perennial streams that are longer than one-half mile: 
Kanab Creek, Virgin River, and the Parla River. Most of 
the springs flow less than a few hundred feet and have 
been developed for livestock, wildlife, recreation, and/or 
administrative use. Spring flow is generally three to five 
gallons/minute. The regional groundwater table is deep, 
generally greater than 2,500 feet below the surface in the 
Redwall/Muav limestone contact. There are a few small 
perched groundwater tables that have been developed, 
but little is known about their extent. Their source of 
recharge is thought to be from runoff in local, usually dry 
washes. 

Most of the district is composed of a network of 
ephemeral washes which only run in direct relationship to 
the amount of rainfall. Fall and winter storms are usually 
gentle, and su-nrner ralnstcrms are usually d short duration 
but often intense. The present drainage pattern is generally 
a function of these intense summer storms. 

WATER QUALITY 

BLM’s management objective for water quality is to 
ensure that all waters on public lands meet or exceed 
federal and state water quality standards for specific 
uses. These standards typically include sediment loads, 
turbidity, pH, trace metals, total dissolved solids (TDS), 
and bacterial levels. 

Groundwater quality information is not abundant 
throughout the district. Groundwater quality varies widely 
throughout the district depending on the type of aquifer 
and geologic formation from which it originates. 

Water quality data has been collected for many of the 
springs located within the district. Generally these have 
been tested for TDS and used to indicate mineral 
concentrationand palatabilityforlivestockconsumption. 
TDS levels normally increase with the distance from the 
recharge area and are less Intensive in the more permeable 
aquifers. Thewaterthat isderiiedfromNavajosandstone 
is generally very good and meets state drinking water 
standards. Groundwater from shallow aquifers is generally 
high in TDS and alkalinity and generally does not meet 
state drinking water standards although it is considered 
acceptable for livestock and wildlife use. 

The district has several sources of water quality and 
quantityinformationonthethreeperennialstreamswithin 
the district. Paria has a USGS stream gauge in the Lee’s 
Ferry area. The National Park Service, BLM, and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department have data on water 
quality, fisheries, and aquatics. Kanab Creek has a USGS 
stream gauge in Utah and several years of very 
comprehensive water quality data on six separate sites. 
This data has been gathered by Energy Fuels Nuclear as 
part of their baseline studies for their mining program. 
The Virgin River has water quality and flow data gathered 
by the City of St. George in Utah, a USGS stream gauge, 
and various levels of water quality data gathered by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

In 1988, Ariiona Department of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ) prepared a Water Quality Assessment and a 
Non-Point Source Assessment Report (SAR), the latter of 
which was approved by EPA on August 28, 1989. The 
SAR provides the following information: 

-Over 90 percent of Arizona’s waters are not meeting 
designated beneficial uses required bystatewaterquality 
standards due to impacts from non-point sources. 

-The most signifiiant categories d non-point sources 
adversely affecting Arizona’s waters, by stream miles, are 
grazing, hydrologic/habitat modification, recreation and 
resource extraction. 
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CHAPTER III 

AIR RESOURCE 

All the airsheds within the district are managed as 
Class II by Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
regulations as mandated by the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) as defined in the Clean Air 
Act. There are no designated non-attainment areas on 
thedistrict. The bordering land managed by the National 
Park Service is managed as Class I. 

Fugitive dust emissions and smog from large 
metropolitan areas are the main source of pollution on 
the district. Dust is generated by the erosive force of 
winds blowing across the desert, coming from disturbed 
areas generally associated with road systems. Fugitive 

dust is excluded from the evaluation of air quality. Smog 
is blown in from metropolitan areas southwest of the 
district (Los Angeles, Las Vegas, and Phoenix). Point- 
source emissions come from the burning of landfills at 
Mesquite, Littlefield and Colorado City. They cause 
localized air pollution due to the release of toxic particles 
and gases from burning. 

Air quality is not being measured on a full-time basis. 
The Salt River Project has been conducting air quality 
and visibility studies in the area for a number of years. 
They currently have a time lapse camera located on Mt. 
Trumbull. Table III-1 2 shows some 1 -year evaluations 
made on the district plus some full-time, state-station 
data. 

/ . 

TABLE III-1 2 
AIR POLLUTANT ANNUAL AVERAGES AND MAXIMUM 

SHORT-TERM CONCENTRATIONS MEASURED BY REGION 

Measured Concentrations in Micrograms/m3 or RPM (noted) 

State Sites EFNI Site 

Pollutants Averaging 1975 1983 1988 1983-1984 

Time Warner Grand Grand Glen Carlyon 
Valley Page a/ Canyon Paged/ Canyon Dam e/ Top 

so2 Annual - 6 - cl 7 
24-hour 0.05 92 32 I - 
3-hour 0.25 324 - 112 

TSP Annual b/ - 41 5 35 10 14 14 
24-hour 32 141 58 131 31 39 59 

NO2 Annual .0000.9 8 6 
mm 

co 

03 

8-hour - 
l-hour - 
l-hour - 137 137 0.10 ppm 

a/ Page concentrations measured by Salt River Project Instrumentation 
b/ Geometric 
c/ “--‘I means no data available 
d/ Average between Salt River Project and State Instrumentation 
e/ Glen Canyon Dam by Salt River Project Instrumentation 

Refer to the Shivwits and Vermillion MSAs for more information about air quality, 

SOURCES: Arizona Bureau of Air Quality Control (ABAQC) (1984), Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc. (EFNI) (1984), Allen-Warner Valley Project 
(1975), Dames and Moore EA (1986), Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (1986) 

. / 
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SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

The Bureau’s responsibility to manage endangered 
species is set forth in the Endanaered Species Act. 
FLPMA states in part: 

The congress declares that it is the policy of the 
United States that management be on the basis 
of multiple use and sustained yield unless 
otherwise specified by law. In this case, the 
Endanaered Species Act has precedent over 
our multiple use mandate. The ESA requires that 
the Bureau does not authorize, fund or conduct 
any activii that threatens the continued existence 
of the desert tortoise. 

The ESA also states: 
All other federal agencies shall, “...utilize their 
authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this 
Act by carrying out programs for the conservation 
of endangered species and threatened species...” 

Bureau Manual 1622,Supplemental Program Guidance 
for Renewable Resources, provides guidance on priority 
species which include fish, wildlife, and plant species and 
habitats having special significance for management. 

The species addressed in the following appendices 
are priority species. Habitats described and shown on 
appropriate maps are priority habitats. 

(1) Appendix 12 addresses state special status animals 
and plants that occur or could occur in the RMP area; 

(2) Appendix 13 addresses federally listed and 
candidate plant and animal special status species; 

(3) Appendix 24 provides additional information about 
Category 2 candidate species; and 

(4) Appendix 25 provides additional information about 
special status animals and sensitive wildlife species 
associated with riparian areas. 

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES 
(MAP III-12 AND APPENDIX 26) 

Brady Pincushion Cactus 
(Pediocactus bradyo 
Federally listed: Endangered 

Brady pincushion cactus was listed in 1979 because 
prospecting, mining, livestock, plant collecting, and OHVs 
threatened the population. BLM administers about 10,700 
acres of known habitat for this species. 

The habitat of this species is on the rims of the 
plateaus along the Colorado River in House Rock Valley. 
BLM has several plots established where about 600 
cactus are tagged to determine the effects of the above 

threats tothe population. The FWS developed a recovery 
plan and BLM developed an HMP for the species. 

Siler Pincushion Cactus 
(Pedkxactos tiled) 
Federally listed: Endangered 

This plant was also listed in 1979 as endangered. 
Prospecting, mining, livestock, plant collecting, and OHVs 
were identified as possible threats. 

The Siler pincushion cactus occurs on 330,000 acres 
scattered near the Arizona-Utah border. The eastern 
edge of the species’ potential habitat occurs near Fredonia 
in Coconino County, Arizona acros to its western boundary 
just southwest of St. George, Utah. It is much more 
widespread than believed at the time of listing. 

The Siler pincushion cactus appears to be strongly 
related to the Shnabkaib member of the Moenkopi 
Formation and is found exclusively on gypsiferous clay to 
sandy soils. The cactus is sometimes found on nearly 
identical members of the Kaibab Formation. These soils 
are high in soluble salts. 

This plant is also being studied to determine the 
population trend, level of threats and their impact on the 
biology of the plants. The FWS developed a recovery 
plan and BLM developed an HMP for this species. 

Welsh’s milkweed 
(Asclepias welshii) 
Federally listed: Threatened 

A milkweed found in the dunes at Coyote Buttes, 
within a wilderness area, may be Asclepias welshii. 
Specimens have been sent to university herbariums for 
positive identification. Inventory of adjacent sand dunes 
within two miles of this population revealed no milkweed. 

Fickeisen Pincushion Cactus 
(Pediocactus peeblesianus var. fickeiseniae) 
Category 1 

Arizona State University’s Botany faculty is currently 
carrying out chromosome studies to determine if this 
variety is different frompeeblesianus var. peeblesianus. 

Bristly Plains Cactus 
(Pediocactus paradinei) 
Category 1 

This cactus occurs mostly in the Kaibab National 
Forest which has ongoing studies on this plant. It is also 
found in House Rock and Coyote valleys. BLM protects 
this cactus from land use activities through clearance 
and conservation efforts as required by NEPA. 
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CHAPTER III 

SPECIAL STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES 

Woundfin Minnow 
(Plagopteros argentissimus) 
Federally listed: Endangered 

The woundfin minnow was placed on the federal 
endangered species list by the FWS on October 13,197O 
because of its elimination from all streams in its native 
range except the Virgin River. Woundfin range from 
LaVerkin Springs on the mainstream of the Virgin River 
and the lower portion of LaVetkln Creek in Utah downstream 
to Mesquite, Nevada. Twelve miles of habitat occur on 
the Arizona Strip managed Virgin River. The confluence 
of the Virgin River with Beaver Dam Wash is the most 
productive woundfin habitat in Arizona. Habitat 
requirements of woundfin are not well known, but their 
distribution indicates a preference for swift, shallow, 
stream runs with sandy bottoms and turbid waters. The 
woundfin population appears in much more serious 
condition than any other species in the Virgin River. 

The 1989 Quail Creek flood appears to have 
substantially altered the Virgin River ecosystem. Although 
this is probably temporary, it could have substantial 
effects on the habitat for this fish species and others. 

A major threat to all Virgin River endemic fishes is the 
red shiner which is an introduced bait fish that has 
migrated into the Virgin River from Lake Mead. The 
shiner intensively competes for resources and, prior to 
the Quail Creek flood, seriously depleted the sensitive 
species populations. A red shiner control effort was 
conducted in 1988 with inconclusive results. 

Virgin River Chub 
(Gila robusta seminuda) 
Proposed for Federal listing: Threatened 
State-listed: Endangered 

The Virgin River chub is listed by the FWS as a 
threatened species and its habitat is proposed for listing 
as critical. The AGFD lists the chub as an endangered 
species, which means extinction throughout the state is 
highly probable if no recovery efforts are made. Like the 
woundfin minnow, the Virgin River chub is also restricted 
to the Virgin River below LaVerkin, Utah. However, the 
chub ranges downstream to Lake Mead. 

The chub population has decreased drastically in 
the past 100 years and appears to be in danger of 
extinction. The prime factor in their decline could be 
related to the reduced flow of the Virgin River caused by 
diversion for off-stream uses. 

Virgin River Spinedace 
(Lepiodomeda mollispinis mollispinis) 
Candidate for Federal listing; 
State-listed: Endangered 

The Virgin River spinedace, a candidate for listing by 
the FWS, is also considered to be an endangered species 
by the AGFD. This means if no successful recovery 
effortsare made, extinction throughout the state is highly 
probable. 

The range of the Virgin River spinedace is limited to 
tributaries and the mainstream of the Virgin River at the 
mouth of tributaries in Utah and Arizona. The date 
prefers cool, clear, swift moving water and a bottom 
substrate of rubble, cobbles, or sand. Modifications to 
the river system led to a deterioration of the spinedace 
habitat and subsequent population decrease. Effects of 
the Quail Creek flood on long-term habitat quality are not 
known at this time. 

Desert Tortoise 
(Xerobates agassizii) 
Federally listed: Threatened 

The FWS has listed the desert tortoise population in 
the Mohave Desert as threatened under provisions of the 
Endanaered Soecies Act. This includes all the tortoise 
habitat within the Arizona Strip District. The tortoise 
remains a candidate for state-listing by AGFD (species 
which may become threatened or endangered). Reports 
of declining populations have generated concern about 
the future of this species throughout its range. As of 
January 1,1988, tortoises could no longer be taken from 
Arizona and tortoise seasons were closed. Tortoises in 
captivity prior to that date could remain in captivity. 
Offspring may be kept for 24 months before being given 
toanotherperson ortotheAGFD. The federal threatened 
species status will affect this state regulation. 

Tortoises are yearlong residents of the Arizona Strip. 
They occupy areas defined by the limits of the Mohave 
Desert vegetation associations below the 3,800-foot 
elevation level. In the Mohave Desert west of the Beaver 
Dam and Virgin mountains and in the Pakoon Basin, 
historic and potential tortoise range occupies some 350 
square miles of the Arizona Strip. The majority of this 
area (85 percent) is public land. 

Tortoise densities are estimated at 25-50 per square 
mile along the Arizona side of the border with Nevada in 
the Pakoon area. Densities are generally higher on the 
Beaver Dam Slopes than the Virgin Slopes. 
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The Pakoon area contains several concentrated high 
densities in limited acreages in the Pakoon where habitat 
conditions are excellent. The highest tortoise 
concentrations on the Beaver Dam Slopes occur in 
creosotedominated areas. The creosote-Joshua tree 
association In the Pakoon supports moderate numbers. 

The BLM has been and is currently conducting and 
cooperating in various studies of tortoise habitat, health 
and management to improve the base of knowledge for 
management. 

Within the past 2 years, BLM has acquired 1,600 
acres of proposed Category I and II tortoise habitat. 

Northern Goshawk 
(kc~piter gentilis apache) 
Proposed for Federal Listing, Category 2 

Goshawks nest in coniferous forests and will winter 
in lower elevations. In 1987 a nesting pair of goshawks 
were spotted In ponderosa pine by BLM personnel on Mt. 
Trumbull. 

Peregrine Falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 
Federally listed: Endangered 

The American peregrine falcon is found throughout 
the Arizona Strip and may inhabit the area yearlong. 
Recorded data on population numbers, trend, ecology, 
and habitat use patterns is lacking. Several eyritis have 
been identified and many others are suspected. The 
birds have been observed and reported on numerous 
occasions throughout the district over the past 20 years. 
Peregrines have been documented as occurring in Paria 
Canyon, Vermillion Cliffs, Kanab Canyon, Hack Canyon, 
near Fredonia, Marble Canyon, House Rock Valley, Lee’s 
Ferry and the Hurricane Cliffs, the Virgin Mountains, 
Parashant Canyon, Andrus Canyon, and the Upper Grand 
Wash Cliffs. 

A 5year cooperative peregrine falcon survey was 
initiated in 1988 and indicates that peregrine nesting and 
use within the district increased during 1989. Eight nest 
sites were identified In 1989 as compared with four in 
1988. 

Bald Eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
Federally listed: Endangered 

Bald eagles occur rarely on the Arizona Strip during 
winter. This bird utilizes the Arizona Strip as a “stop over” 
while in migration. 

RIPARIAN AREAS 

Riparian areas are a form of wetland transition bmeen 
permanently saturated wetlands and upland areas. These 
areas have visible vegetation or physical characteristics 
reflective of permanent surface or subsurface water 
influence. Lands along, adjacent to, or contiguous with 
perennially and intermittently flowing rivers and streams, 
and the shores of lakes and reservoirs with stable water 
levels are typical riparian areas. Excluded are sites such 
as ephemeral streams or washes which do not have 
vegetation dependent upon free water in the soil. 

On the Arizona Strip, riparian vegetation includes 
cottonwood, willow, tamarisk, arrowweed, ash, cattails, 
rushes, and sedges as well as a variety of grasses and 
forbs. 

Although accounting for less than 1 percent of the 
district’sland area, riparian areasareamong the district’s 
most productive and important ecosystems. Character- 
istically, riparian areas have a greater diversity of plant 
andanimalspeciesthanadjoiningareas. Healthyriparian 
systems filter and purify water as it moves through them, 
reduce sediment loadsand enhance soil stability, provide 
microclimatic moderation when contrasted to extremes 
in adjacent areas, and contribute to groundwater recharge 
and base flow. 

Priority riparian areas on the Arizona Strip are listed 
in Table III-13 and shown on Map 111-13. Only areas 
greater than two surface acres or with flows extending 
more than 1,000 feet are included. A comprehensive 
riparian/wetland inventory will be conducted to identify 
conditionand statusof potential riparian areas. Appendix 
20 lists wildlife species dependent upon riparian habitat. 
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CHAPTER III 

Beaver Dam Wash 50 acres Good Area not grazed. Damaged by the January 
T40N R15W S4 Et/2 NW114 NE1 /4 SW114 1989 flood. 

Paria River 24.7 miles Fair In wilderness area and under a rest-rotation 
T41 N R6/7E grazing system. 

Kanab Creek 12.5 miles Livestock grazing reduced in numbers 
T38/39N R3W and season following grazing EIS. 

Bitter Seep Wash 9 miles Poor Livestock grazing adjusted from yearlong 
T39N R4WS4,6,7,8,9,16,17,18 to a deferred rotation system which is 

T40N R4W S31 being implemented following grazing EIS. 

Sullivan Spring 2.5 acres -_-_ In wilderness area and protected by a 
T39N R14W SlO NW4 fence. 

Gates-Mullen Spring 5.0 acres _--- In wilderness area and protected by a 
T39N Rl4W S3 NW4 fence. 

Buckhorn Spring 2.0 acres Poor Protected by a fence. 
T34N R16W S26 SE1/4NE1/4 

TABLE III-1 3 
PRIORITY RIPARIAN AREAS ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 1/ 

Riparian Areas 
Name and Legal Description 

Virgin River 
T41N Rl2/13/14/15W 
T40N R15/16W 

Approximate 2/ 
Size/Length Condition 

29 miles Fair 

Management 

Partially in wilderness area and protected by the 
Virgin River Gorge Scenic Withdrawl. The flood 
of January 1989 caused extensive damage to 
riparian vegetation. 

Grapevine Spring 
T34N Rl6W S26 NE1/4NE1/4 

2.0 acres Fair Protected by a fence. 

Whiskey Spring 
T34N R16W S26 SE1/4SWt/4 

3.0 acres Good Protected by a fence. 

Little Arizona Spring 
T34N Rl6W S24 NW1/4NWl/4 

2.0 acres Poor Protected by a fence. 

Cottonwood Spring 
T42N R6W S34 SE1 /4SEl/4 

4.0 acres Good In wilderness area. Light livestock use 
and area in near natural condition. 

Wrather Spring 
T4lN R6E S8 SWl/4SWt/4 

Badger Creek Spring 
T40N R6E S12 NE1/4NW1/4 

Red Rock Spring 
T36N Rl6W S5 SEl/4NEl/4 

2.0 acres 

2.0 acres 

0.5 acres 

In wilderness area. Surrounding area not 
allocated to grazing due to topography. 

In wilderness area. Surrounding area not 
allocated to grazing due to topography. 

Protected by a fence. 

Middle Spring 
T36N R16W S7 NE1/4SE1/4 

2.0 acres --__ Protected by a fence. 

Cane Spring 
T38N R14W S34 NEl/4 

5 acres ---- Fenced from allotment and grazed by 
few horses. 

Pocum Wash 3.0 mile ____ Partially in a wilderness area. Allotment 
T38N Rf4W S14,24 management plan has been drafted. 

Elbow Canyon Complex (Willow Springs et al.) 2.0 acres ..-__ Partially in a wilderness area. Partially fenced. 
T39N R15W S22 St/2 

Kelly Dam 50 acres ____ Protected by a fence. 
T32N Rl2W S23 NE1/4 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
. / 

.- . 
1/ Unly areas with more than 2 surface acres or with flows extending more than 1,000 feet are listed, 
2/ Based on a one-time macro-invertebrate sample with ratings provided by Aquatic Ecosystems Analysis Laboratory-USDA Forest Service, 
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Currently, most major springs and their wet areas are 
fenced and excluded from livestock grazing, but 
occasionally gates are left open. 

The three significant streams on the Arizona Strip 
have received management attention since the completion 
of the grazing EISs. The Paria River in Arizona, where the 
allotment (Lee’s Ferry allotment) is suitable for grazing, is 
under a rest-rotation grazing system. This area is completely 
within the Paria Canyon/Vermillion Cliffs Wilderness and 
is grazed two consecutive years during the winter and 
rested the next year. Grazing use was also reduced 
approximately 60 percent and season-of-use changed 
from yearlong to winter. All allotments but one, along the 
Virgin River, are under a deferred grazing system. On 
New Year’s Day 1989, the Quail Creek Reservoir in Utah 
breached, causing a major flood of the Virgin River 
system and extensive damage to the riparian vegetation. 

Kanab Creek allotment grazing use was reduced 11 
percent and the season shortened 1.5 months from 
October 15 to April 30. 

FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

As shown in Table 111-9, the Arizona Strip has a large 
percent of pinyon-juniper woodland. There exists a 
smaller acreage of ponderosa pine (Map II-lo). 

PONDEROSA PINE 

The Arizona Strip District has approximately 15,200 
acres of land with varying densities of ponderosa pine 
forests, some of which includes commercial forest. 
Commercial forest lands are capable of yielding at least 
20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year of commercial 
tree species. 

The Mt. Trumbull/Mt. Loganareas have 7,266federal 
acres of commercial ponderosa pine forest and Parashant 
has 1,940 acres. 

Due to several economic and environmental factors 
timber has not been harvested since the 1960s. There is 
now interest and proposals to harvest timber in the 
Uinkaret Mountains. 

PINYON-JUNIPER WOODLANDS 

Thedistrict hasnot conducted an intensivewoodland 
inventory for nearly 800,000 acres of pinyon-juniper. 
However, significant wood harvesting takes place in this 
woodlands. Woodland sales are shown in Table III-1 4. 

Most of the cutting of green, dead-and-down wood 
occurs in the Wolf Hole to Black Rock corridor, White 
Sage-Suicide area, Buckskins, and areas north of Mu. 
Trumbull. The bulk of the permittees are local residents 
cutting fuelwood and fence posts for their needs. 

/ TABLE III-1 4 
Authorized Woodland Sales On The Arizona Strip District 

Year Permits 

Fuelwood Fuelwood Christmas 
Fee Free Posts Poles Trees 

(Cords) (Cords) (Number) (Number) (Number) Receipts 

1983 696 1,012 1,381 4,595 400 696 $6,062 
1984 370 1,168 0 5,224 0 677 $6,297 
1985 428 969 652 2,965 0 415 $5,912 
1986 609 653 1,965 3,440 0 566 $5,651 
1987 457 694 1,015 2,350 0 635 $5,554 
1988 344 683 324 1,475 0 570 $5,430 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
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GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

The Arizona Strip District has 135 permittees and 184 
grazing allotments. There were 153,840 animal unit 
months (AUMs) of authorized grazing use on these 
allaments in 1987. (AUM = the amount d forage necessary 
to sustain one cow or its equivalent for 1 month.) Forage 
allocation for wildlife species is 27,530 AUMs. The dominant 
kind of livestock is cattle, with 23,485 animal units. There 
are also 192 horses authorized to graze on the district. 
The overall objective of the rangeland management 
program is to manage the Arizona Strip District vegetation 
communities to meet ecological condition objectives. 

Public rangeland grazing on the Arizona Strip District 
is guided by findings of the Shivwits and Vermillion 
Grazing Management ElSs (BLM, 1979) ongoing rangeland 
monitoring studies, and allotment categorization priorities. 
Since the Shivwits Grazing EIS was finalized, provisions 
and considerations necessary to manage livestock grazing 
operations in desert tortoise habitat have been 
implemented. The changes provide forage for tortoise, 
advocate rest cycles in the critical spring green-up period, 
and locate projects where they would have the least 
amount of adverse impact, if any. AMPS are still needed 
in some of the allotments that contain desert tortoise 
habitat. Appendix 1 shows each allotment in the district 
by category with current and proposed management. 

The three categories of management priority for 
allotments are “I” for improve, allotments that have highest 
need and priority for intensive management; “M” for 
maintain, allotments where condition and management 
are satisfactory; “C” for custodial, allotments with low 
management priority for varying reasons, Appendix 3 
includes definitions and criteria for each category. Table 
III-1 5 summarizes allotment categories. 

/ 
TABLE III-1 5 

Y 

ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION SUMMARY 
ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

:see Appendix 3: Allotment Categorization Criteria] 

Improve (I) Maintain (M) Custodial (C) 

Allotment 77 
Numbers 

52 33 

. 
Source: Arizona Strip District files 

A 

The Arizona Strip District has two types of AMPS. 
They are the intensive and the less-intensive plans. Intensive 
plans involve grazing systems such as rest-rotation, 
Holistic Resource Management (HRM), deferred rotation, 
and best pasture systems. Intensive AMPS have 
cooperatively funded rangeland improvements planned 
which are necessary to implement the grazing systems. 
Intensive systems set a constraint of no greater than 50 
percent utilization on key forage species. Table III-16 
summarizes allotment grazing systems. Vegetation 
conversion practices including prescribed fire are used 
in conjunction with grazing management on Category I 
allotments to achieve rangeland management objectives. 

Less-intensive grazing systems allow the rancher to 
operateseasonally butforage speciesutilization is limited 
to a maximum average of 45 percent. The permittee 
finances range improvements on puMic lands or cooperates 
with BLM in construction projects. 

TABLE III-1 6 
CURRENT AND IMPLEMENTED 

ALLOTMENT GRAZING SYSTEMS 
ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Grazing System Number of Allotments 

Rest Rotation 13 
Deferred Rotation 54 
Holistic Grazing Mngt. 1 
Best Pasture 2 
Season-Long 82 
Less-Intensive 12 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

WILD, FREE-ROAMING 
BURROS 

The Wild and Free-Roamina Horse and Burro Act 
became law on December 15, 1971, authorizing the 
Bureau to manage wild horses and burros on public 
lands. The Act provided that wild and free-roaming 
horses and burros be protected from unauthorized capture, 
branding, harassment, or death. They are to be considered 
an integral part of the natural system based upon their 
1971 distribution. 

The district has no horses but some 380 burros roam 
freely on lands administered by the Arizona Strip and Las 
Vegas BLM districts and the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area, administered by the National Park Service. They 
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are managed on public lands through the Tassi-Gold 
Butte Herd Management Area Plan (HMAP) completed in 
1982. lnitiil management goals are to maintain a population 
level of 90-100 animals in the Arizona portion. The critical 
habitat area for the burros covers some 194,000 acres, of 
which 51,000 acres are administered by the BLM. The 
Arizona burros occupy the Lower Grand Wash Cliffs, 
Grand Wash Bay of Lake Mead, and theTassi Spring area 
(Map 111-14). The Shivwits MFP allocated 600 AUMs of 
forage to burros. 

Burros generally inhabit areas having permanent 
water. Most of the burros stay within three miles of Lake 
Mead or near several springs in Lower Grand Wash. 
Cattle also tend to concentrate near these water sources. 
Excluding Lake Mead, a moderate degree of competition 
for forage and water resources exist between burros, 
cattle, mule deer, and bighorn sheep where their ranges 
overlap. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

The district has habitats for a wide variety of wildlife 
species. Wildlife habitat is currently being managed in 
accordance with s/x wildlife habitat management plans 
(HMPs) that cover the entire district (Map III-1 5). Habitat 
improvements have been carried out over many years 
and include burning, chaining and seeding of decadent 
habitat areas. Water has been made available for wildlife 
through construction of about 140 catchments, reservoirs, 
and spring developments. Livestock waters are also 
designed to accommodate wildlife use. Wildlife habitat 
monitoring studiesare conducted to assess the results of 
management towards meeting wildlife objectives. 

In cooperation with Arizona Game and Fish Department 
(AGFD), several species of wildlife have been transplanted 
to new and former ranges. These include pronghorn 
antelope, desert bighorn sheep, Kaibab squirrel, Merrllm’s 
turkey, and most recently, mule deer. Priority species 
include: 

Pronghorn Antelope 
(hti~ocapra americana) 

Within the district pronghorn inhabit 756,000 federal 
acres within the Clayhole, Mainstreet, and House Rock 
areas. Populations as of January 1989 are estimated in 
Table III-l 7. 

Pronghorn are native to the Arizona Strip and were 
reported as common by early residents. Pronghorn were 
apparently eliminated from the Strip in the early 1900s. 

They were reintroduced to the area beginning in 1961 
and continue today. 

The existing Clayhole and Paria-Kanab Creek HMPs 
provide management direction for pronghorn habitat on 
pub& land. Marqlement actions to help restore pronghorn 
to their former ranges within the Arizona Strip include 
modifying fences to allow pronghom movement, improving 
forage species composition and diversity, modifying fences 
around water lots to accommodate pronghorn access, 
and developing or making water sources available for 
pronghorns. Most planned water sources for pronghorn 
have been completed. Map III-16 shows pronghorn 
antelope habitat. 

TABLE III-1 7 
PRONGHIORN HABITATION AREAS 

ON THE ARIZONA STRIP AS OF JANUARY 1989 

Habitat Area Pronghorn Remarks 

Clayhole 250-270 Some interchange 
between the Clay- 

Mainstreet 192 hole and Mainstreet 
herds is known to 

House Rock Valley 120 take place. 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

Desert Bighorn Sheep 
(0~‘s canadensis nelsoni) 

With the exception of occasional sightings, bighorn 
sheep were believed to have been eliminated from the 
Arizona Strip around the turn of the century. 

In a cooperal:ive effort beginning in 1979 between 
BLM and AGFD, 5#6 desert bighorn were captured in the 
Black Mountains of Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
and released in thevirgin Mountains of the Arizona Strip. 
Sixty-two animals were released between 1983 and 1986 
in their historic range of the Grand Wash Cliffs. Also 
beginning in 1984, transplants were completed in the 
Kanab Creek and Paria Canyon/Vermillion Cliffs historic 
ranges. Primarily because of desirable habitat conditions, 
the Paria population has exhibited one of the best 
reproductive success rates for any bighorn transplant in 
Arizona. 

Estimated populations of desert bighorn on the district 
as of January 1989 are presented in Table 111-18. 

Arizona Strip’s public lands provide 222,343 acres of 
habitat in these four herd areas (Map III-1 7). 
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TABLE III-1 8 
POPULATIONS OF DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP 

ON THE ARIZONA STRIP AS OF JANUARY 1989 

Habitat Area Bighorn Sheep 

Virgin Mountains 125-150 
Grand Wash Cliffs 65 
Paria Canyon/ 

Vermillion Cliffs 114 
Kanab Creek 45-60 

Objective 

100 
100 

175 
130 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

The Paria-Kanab Creek, Black Rock, and Parashant 
HMPs outline management objectives and actions for 
bighorn sheep. They identify crucial bighorn habitat as 
well as habitat used on an infrequent basis. Completed 
projects benefitting bighorn sheep include the construction 
of 17 water catchments and developments. Sheep habit 
management is also directed by the Rangewide Plan for 
Managing Habitat of Desert Bighorn Sheep. 

Mule Deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus) 

Mule deer were not common on the Arizona Strip 
prior to the arrival of early settlers. After that, deer herds 
began to increase. The 1990 AGFD deer population 
estimates indicate there are fewer than 2,000 head on the 
district, down from about 4,600 head in the late 1970s. 

The district has about 1.3 million acres of public 
lands available for deer habitat (Map III-1 8). The higher 
deer density areas are the Buckskin Mountains, Black 
Rock, Parashant, and the Kanab Creek drainage. 

Habitatqualityfordeer, bothsummerand winter, has 
been changing over the past 20 years. This may be 
attributed to the removal of domestic sheep, improved 
livestock management, and aggressive fire suppression. 
Succulent forage on crucial summer ranges and young 
nutritious browse on winter ranges are giving way to 
older browse, trees, and perennial grasses. Numerous 
waters have been developed to make more habitat 
accessible to deer. Changes in habitat quality, over 
harvest, and an abundance predators have been implicated 
as possible reasons for the decline in the deer herds. 

In December 1988, 107 deer from Utah were 
transplanted to the Mt. Trumbull area. This was primarily 
an attempt to relocate excess deer rather than to restock 
deer numbers in Arizona, although recent sightings of 
deer in the area indicate an increase of resident animals. 

Merriam’s Turkey 
(Melagris gallopavo merriami) 

About 350 of these turkeys occur on approximately 
15,200 acres of public land in ponderosa pine habitat on 
the Arizona Strip District (Map 111-19). About 70 percent 
of these occur in the Mt. Trumbull/Mt. Logan area, with 
the remainder on the Parashant and Black Rock Mountain. 

Several waters have been constructed, to assure 
reliable water in turkey habitat. 

Kaibab Squirrel 
(Sciurus kaibabensis) 

The Kaibab squirrel, a tassel-eared and bushy white- 
tailed species, is unique to the Kaibab Plateau (Map III- 
20). Thesesquirrelsweretransplanted totheMt.Trumbull 
ponderosa pine forest in the 1970s. They have expanded 
to all suitable habitat throughout the 10,700 acres of 
ponderosa pine in the Mt. Trumbull area. The exact 
number of squirrels is unknown, but 1,000 individuals are 
estimated. The population now sustains hunting pressure. 
Both populations and habitat are in good condition. 
There are few known conflicts with other resource uses. 

RECREATION RESOURCES 

The district provides a wide array of dispersed 
recreation opportunities, ranging from vehicle sightseeing 
to wilderness backpacking. The primary attraction is the 
opportunityforvisitors/usersto engagein these activities 
in remote, unregulated settings. Demand for recreation 
opportunitiesthroughout the Arizona Strip is expected to 
increase as the human population grows and more land 
is developed. 

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) is a 
means of identifying primitive to urban recreation 
opportunities on public lands. Table III-1 9 describes the 
recreation opportunities throughout the Arizona Strip. 
Table 11190 lists the approximate acreages of each ROS 
Classon the district. Map III-21 depicts their geographic 
distribution of ROS classes on the district, 

The ROS system recognizes that recreational 
experience opportunities depend on several variables, 
some which can be controlled and some which cannot. 
The following three variables which are the focus of this 
RMP, can be controlled: physical, social, and managerial. 
Appendix 17 describes these settings as they occur 
along the spectrum from primitive to urban. 
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TABLE III-1 9 
RECREATION EXPERIENCE OPPORTUNITIES BY ROS CLASS 

ROS Class 

PRIMITIVE 

Experience Opportunity 

Opportunity for isolation from the sights and souinds of humans, to feel a part of the 
natural environment, to have a high degree of challenge and risk, and to use outdoor 
skills. 

SEMI-PRIMITIVE 
NON-MOTORIZED 

Some opportunity for isolation from the sights and sounds of humans, but not as 
important as for primitive opportunities. Opportunity to have high degree of 
interaction with the natural environment, to have moderate challenge and risk, and 
to use outdoor skills. 

SEMI-PRIMITIVE 
MOTORIZED 

ROADED NATURAL 

Same as semi-primitive non-motorized, however, explicit opportunity to use motorize1 
equipment while in the area. 

About equal opportunities for affiliation with other user groups and for isolation from 
sights and sounds of humans. Opportunity to have a high degree of interaction with th 
natural environment. Challenge and risk opportulnities are not very important except 
in specific challenging activities. Practice of outdoor skills may be important. 
Opportunities for both motorized and nonmotorized recreation are present. 

RURAL Opportunities to experience affiliation with individuals and groups are prevalent as is 
the convenience of sites and opportunities. These factors are generally more 
important than the natural setting. Opportunities for wildland challenges, risk taking, 
and testing of outdoor skills are unimportant, except in those activities involving 
challenge and risk. 

URBAN Opportunities to experience affiliation with individuals and groups are prevalent as is 
the convenience of sites and opportunities. Experiencing the natural environment 
and the use of outdoor skills is largely unimportant. 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

TABLE III-20 
ROS CLASS ACREAGE ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

ROS Class Total Acres* Percent of Total 

Primitive 270,000 9.0 
Semi-Primitive Non-motorized 659,000 21.0 
Semi-Primitive Motorized 1586,000 50.0 
Roaded Natural 526,000 17.0 
Rural 78,000 2.9 
Urban 4,000 0.1 

TOTAL 3,123,OOO 100.0 

\ Source: Arizona Strip District files J 

*Includes federal and non-federal land 
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Ponderosa pine forests, basalt-capped mesas, colorful 
sandstone cliffs, canyons, and Mohave desert bajadas 
and basins are some of the physical settings available to 
visitors. Interstate 15 and Highway 89A are major tourist 
routes in the northern part of the district and provide the 
only paved access to the area. A network of unpaved 
roads and 4-wheel drive trails provide access to the 
central and southern parts of the district. Popular areas 
for recreation include Paria Canyon, Mt. Trumbull, and 
Black Rock Mountain. Because of its common borders, 
the district also provides access to some of the more 
remote areas of the Grand Canyon National Park and 
Lake Mead and Glen Canyon National Recreation Areas. 

Dispersed recreation, defined as recreation requiring 
a variety of sites but needs no special facilities, is the main 
type of recreation for visitors to the Arizona Strip. Table 
III-21 lists specific types of dispersed recreation and their 
estimated visitor use, excluding wilderness areas, for 
1987. These figures are best estimates as no accurate 
registration system exists for the majority of the district. 

The Virgin River Campground and adjacent interpretive 
site located along l-l 5 in the Virgin River Gorge and the 
Dominguez & Escalante interpretivesite on Highway89A 
near the base of the Vermillion Clifls are the only developed 
BLM facilities within the district. 

AREAS OF RECREATIONAL AND 
SCENIC IMPORTANCE 

The Uinkaret Mountains 

This area covers 108,000 acres surrounding the Mt. 
Trumbull and Mt. Logan wilderness areas. The area 
includes the Uinkaret volcanic field, an area of about 144 
square miles of gently rounded cinder cones, basalt- 
capped mesas, ice caves and rugged lava flows with 
pinyon-juniperand ponderosa pinevegetation. Thisarea 
has moderate recreational use, mostly campers traveling 
to Toroweap in the Grand Canyon. It provides good 
opportunities for geological, botanical and historical 
sightseeing, semi-primitive camping, wildlife viewing, big 
and small game hunting, pinyon nut collecting, and 
firewood and Christmas tree cutting. 

The Parashant 

Parashant is an area on the south end of the Shivwits 
Plateau that forms the upper watershed of the Parashant 
Canyon, an ephemeral tributary of the Grand Canyon. Its 
uniqueness lies in the extensive stringers of ponderosa 
pine that grow along the drainages at elevations between 

5,900 and 6,200 feet. This is well below the recognized 
minimum elevation of 6,500 feet for ponderosa habitat. 

The area borders on and provides access to Mount 
Dellenbaugh and several remote canyons on the Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area and the Grand Canyon. 
Its mixture of ponderosa and pinyon/juniper woodland 
provides habitat for mule deer, small game, raptors and 
other game and non-game species. 

The remote location of the Parashant area offers 
opportunities for unregulated recreation, including 
backcountryexploration byvehicle, hiking, backpacking, 
camping, picnicking, big and small game hunting, and 
wildlife observation. The area is contiguous to the western 
portion of the Grand Canyon and offers excellent scenic 
vistas of the canyon. 

One other area of scenic importance is the Virgin 
Riverscenicwithdrawal in thevirgin RiverGorge. Most of 
the withdrawal is now included in either the Paiute or 
Beaver Dam Mountains Wilderness. During a withdrawal 
review, BLMrecommended thattheportions ofthescenic 
withdrawal inside the wilderness be revoked and the 
remainder retained to fully protect the scenic resource. 
The retained portion would include the strip of land 
between the wilderness boundaries within the Virgin 
River Gorge. 

Eight other areas are recognized as having outstanding 
scenicand culturalvaluesand excellent opportunitiesfor 
recreational activities in remote settings. These areas 
and their special values are shown in Table 111-22. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 

Thereare eight wilderness areas which, by definition, 
are considered special recreation management areas 
(SRMAs). The Arizona Wilderness Act of 1984designated 
these 8 areas, ranging from 6,700 to 89,400 acres within 
Arizona. Portions of two are managed jointly with Utah 
BLM and one with the Forest Service. These eight 
wilderness areas provide a variety of opportunities for 
those seeking greater isolation and primltiie and unconfined 
recreation activities. 

Beaver Dam Mountains Wilderness, 
Arizona, 15,100 Acres 

Thiswilderness consists of rugged mountains, gently 
sloping alluvials and the north side of the Virgin River 
Gorge. Vegetation includes Joshua trees, desert shrubs, 
and several rare plant species. Notable wildlife species 
include desert bighorn sheep, desert tortoise, birds of 

III-24 



TABLE III-21 
VISITOR USE IN EXTENSIVE RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREAS (1987) 

ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Activity 
Recreation 

Visitor Days 
Value Per 

Day 
Total 

Value 

Recreational OHV 
Driving for pleasure 
Horseback riding, hiking, backpacking, walking for pleasure 
Backcountry/trailhead camping 
Hunting, trapping 
Rock collecting, nature study, photography (includes Virgin River campground, 

Dominguez 8 Escalante Interpretive Site) 
Special Recreation Permits (includes Rhino Rally motorcycle race) 
Wrnter sports 

1,386 6.70 $ 9,000 
1,830 6.70 12,000 
2,470 20.76 51,000 
3,500 14.20 192,000 
8,100 35.18 285,000 
1,930 6.70 13.000 

890 6.70 6,000 
2!1 13.98 3,000 

TOTALS 20,12!j 57 1,000 

Richard G. Walsh and John Loomis, Dec. 1986, The Contribution of Recreation of National Economic Development. Socioeconomics. 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

, 
TABLE III-22 

ADDITIONAL AREAS ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 
WITH OUTSTANDING RECREATION OPPORTIJNITIES 

Area Special Values 

Paria Plateau Remoteness, geologic scenery, extensive archaeological features 

House Rock Valley Geologic scenery, big game hunting, great western trail, 
birds of prey 

Kanab Creek Tributaries Geologic scenery, rock hounding, big game hunting, archaeological 
features, historical features, birds of prey, remote 

Lower Grand Wash Cliffs Historic mining features, remote, wild and pristine 

Hidden Canyon Geologic features, vegetative variety, dramatic vertical relief, 
remote, 4x4 access 

Parashant, Andrus, 
and Whitmore Canyons 

Geologic scenery, big game hunting, archaeological features, 
birds of prey, remote 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
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prey, woundtin minnow, and the Virgin River chub. Uniquely, 
this wilderness is separated from the Paiute Wilderness 
by Interstate 15 (a potential scenic byway), enabling 
thousands of travelers to view the wilderness as they 
drive through the Virgin River Gorge. 

Paiute Wilderness, Arizona, 
88,000 Acres 

The Virgin Mountains form the backbone of the 
Paiute Wilderness Area, which ranges from ponderosa 
pine to Mohave desert. It includes the south side of the 
Virgin River Gorge, readily seen from l-15. The large 
elevation changes provide diverse vegetation communities 
and wildlife habitat for over 250 species including mule 
deer, mountain lion, desert tortoise, and desert bighorn 
sheep. Excellent scenic vistas are available from the top 
of the Virgin Mountain ridgeline. 

Grand Wash Cliffs Wilderness, 
Arizona, 37,000 Acres 

This 12-mile stretch of the Grand Wash Cliffs is wild 
and very remote. Many rugged canyons, scenic 
escarpments, miles of cliffs, and sandstone buttes mark 
the transition between the Colorado Plateau and Basin 
and Range provinces. The cliffs are important habitat for 
desert bighorn sheep and raptors, while the low desert 
area contains desert tortoise and gila monsters. 

Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs 
Wilderness, Arizona, 89,400 Acres 

Nationally known for its beauty and solitude, Paria 
Canyon has towering walls streaked with desert varnish, 
huge red rock amphitheaters, sandstone arches, wooded 
terraces, and hanging gardens. Along the canyon bottom, 
the Paria River and numerous springs combine to form a 
ribbon-like oasis of willows and cottonwoods. 

Joining the Paria Canyon at its mouth are the Vermillion 
Cliffs. This 3,000-foot escarpment dominates the area 
with its thick Navajo sandstone face, steep, boulder- 
strewn slopes, rugged arroyos and stark overall 
appearance. This attraction is visible along a potential 
scenic byway (Highway 89A). 

Petrified logs, dinosaur tracks, and two historic trails 
provide information on the history of the area along with 
numerous remote and pristine areas atop the Vermillion 
Cliffs. Several significant archaeological sites on the 
Paria Plateau are included in the wilderness. Desert 
bighorn sheep inhabit the wilderness area. 

Cottonwood Point Wilderness, 
Arizona, 6,900 Acres 

This wilderness is part of an impressive Navajo 
sandstone plateau overlooking the lone Arizona Strip 
country. The 1 ,OOO-foot multicolored cliffs, wooded 
canyons, craggy pinnacles and alcoves dominate the 
landscape and are visible from a potential scenic byway 
(State Highway389). This area adjoins the southern end 
of the Canaan Mountain Wilderness Study Area in Utah 
which has been recommended for wilderness designation 
by the Utah BLM. 

Mt. Trumbull Wilderness, 
Arizona, 7,900 Acres 

This wilderness contains the slopes and summit of 
Mt. Trumbull, involving an elevation change of nearly 
3,000 feet. The unit has basalt ledges, pinyon-juniper 
woodlands, ponderosa pine forests, and groves of Gambel 
oak and aspen. These vegetation communities are habitat 
for muledeer, wild turkey, and the unique Kaibab squirrel. 

Mt. Logan Wilderness, 
Arizona, 14,600 Acres 

Thisarea of recent volcanic origin contains Mt. Logan 
and portions of the Uinkaret Mountains. It includes basalt 
ledges, ponderosa pine forests, pinyon-juniper woodlands 
and a large, colorful, naturally eroded amphitheater known 
as Hells Hole. Like Mt. Trumbull, it provides habitat for 
deer, turkey, and Kaibab squirrels. The ponderosa stand 
here contains some of the largest of this species found 
anywhere in Arizona. 

Kanab Creek Wilderness, 
Arizona, 6,700 Acres 

Managed jointly by BLM and Forest Service, Kanab 
Creek is part of the largest canyon system on the north 
side of the Grand Canyon. It is rich in impressive rock 
formations, colorations, and water and wind-carved 
features. Numerous springs provide an interesting contrast 
with the generally arid terrain. The cliffs are home to 
bands of desert bighorn sheep as well as the endangered 
peregrine falcon. 

Table III-23 lists four types of dispersed recreation 
and their estimated level of visitor use for 1987 in the 
wildernessareas. Thesefiguresare best estimates as the 
district has no accurate registration system (except for 
Paria Canyon) for these areas. 

III-26 



\ 
TABLE III-23 

VISITOR USE IN WILDERNESS AREAS ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT (1987) 

Wilderness 
Non-motorized Camping 

Visits Visitor Hrs. VisitsVisitor Hrs. 
Hunting 

Visits Visitor Hrs. 
Boating 

Visits Visitor Hrs. 

Paiute 60 
Beaver Dam Mtns 25 
Grand Wash Cliffs 17 
Cottonwood Point 40 
Mt. Logan 40 
Mt. Trumbull 60 
Kanab Creek 50 
Paria Canyon- 2,700 
Vermillion Cliffs 

TOTALS 2,992 154,240 1,785 142,500 312 4,260 60 250 

500 0 0 200 1,200 30 150 
200 0 0 30 180 30 100 
140 0 0 22 180 0 0 
200 10 500 10 700 0 0 
200 10 500 10 700 0 0 
300 5 200 10 500 0 0 

3,600 60 3,600 10 500 0 0 
149,100 1,700 137,700 20 300 0 0 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Approximately 75 percent of the Arizona Strip District, 
from theGrand Wash Cliffseast to Marble Canyon, lies in 
the Cdorado Plateau physiographic province. The province 
is characterized by consolidated sedimentary rock carved 
by steep-walled drainages. Wooded plateaus, deep, 
vertical-walled canyons, broad valleys, and mountain 
peaks of volcanic origin arefound in abundance. Nearly 
all of the scenic canyons are the result of centuries of 
cutting by the numerous tributaries of the Colorado River 
such as Kanab Creek, Paria Canyon, and the Virgin River 
Gorge. 

The remaining 25 percent of the district, from the 
Grand Wash Cliffs west to the Nevada border, is in the 
Basin and Range province, characterized by alluvial 
valleys bounded by north-south trending mountain ranges. 

Visual resource inventory classes are based on three 
determinations: scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and 
distance zones. 

Scenic values on the district are varied and numerous, 
important not only for their intrinsic value, but also for the 
foreground and background provided by the outstanding 
scenery in the surrounding region. Scenic quality is 
described as the visual appeal of an area. The rating is 
based on seven key factors: landform, vegetation, water, 
color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, and cultural 
modifications.Scenery is classified as A, B, or C, A being 
the highest scenicquality(TableIII-24andAppendix20). 

TABLE III-24 
QUALITY ACREAGES ON THE ARIZONA 

STRIP DISTRICT 

1 Quality Class Area (Acres) Percent 

A (High) 448,000 14 
B (Medium) 1,050,000 34 
c (Low) 1,625,OOO 52 

TOTAL 3,123,000* 100 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 

*This includes federal and non-federal lands 

Lands are placed into one of four visual resource 
inventory classes that represent the relative value of the 
visual resources. Classes I and II represent the highest 
value; Class III, moderate value; and Class IV is of least 
value. The inventory classes provide the basis for 
considering visual values in the RMP process. Visual 
resource managernent (VRM) classes are established 
through the RMP process and may differ from the inventory 
classes because of resource allocation decisions in the 
RMP. For example, an area that was determined to be in 
Class II during the inventory process could be designated 
as a scenic ACEC and classified as VRM Class I based on 
the importance of the visual values. 

The existing VRM classes were determined during 
the management framework plan (MFP) process in 1976. 
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These classes are listed in Table III-25 and are depicted 
in Map 11-22. 

VRM classes are given objectives based primarily on 
the amount of acceptable change to the visual resource. 

T I 

TABLE III-25 
VISUALRESOURCEMANAGEMENTACREAGES 

BYVRMCLASSONTHEARIZONASTRIP 

Area (Acres) Percent 

I 276,000 9 
II 837,000 24 
III 528,000 17 
IV 1,481,OOO 50 

TOTALS 3,122,000* 100 

*This includes federal and non-federal lands. 

Source: Arizona Strip District files / 

TRANSPORTATION/ 
ACCESS 

Paved access to the public lands on the Arizona Strip 
is limited. Major highways include a 30-mile segment of 
Interstate 15 in the northwest corner of the district and US 
89A between the Utah stateline north of Fredoniaand the 
Navajo Bridge at Marble Canyon. One other major 
highway, US 389, runs between the Utah state line at 
Colorado City and Fredonia. These latter two highways 
provide a single east-west route across about two-thirds 
of the district. There are two additional small segments of 
paved roads, Highway 91 near Littlefield, Arizona, and 
the other south of Fredonia, Arizona. All other access 
from outside the district is either by improved or unimpraJsd 
natural-surfaced roads. Theseare maintained by BLM or 
other federal agencies, counties, or private groups or 
individuals. Table III-26 lists road classes and length 
(Map 111-8). 

Easements and/or fee title ownership of the land has 
been gained by the Arizona Department of Transportation 
for all public highways. The Forest Service has acquired 
an easement for the paved road south from Fredonia to 
the forest boundary. Mohave County is in the process of 
obtaining easements for the roads across public lands. 
BLM has acquired easements for Quail Hill Road, one 
easement from the State of Arizona, and three from 

private individuals. Other easements and retained rights- 
of-way owned by BLM are limited in number and location. 
These have primarily been obtained in response to specific 
needs. 

F 7 

TABLE III-26 
TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS ROUTES ON THE 
ARIZONASTRIP DISTRICT BY TYPE OF ACCESS 

Route Length 

PAVED ROADS 140 MILES 
PRIMARY UNPAVED 650 MILES 

SECONDARY UNPAVED 1,822 MILES 
FOUR-WHEEL DRIVE 2,790 MILES 

TOTAL 5,402 MILES 

Source: Arizona Strip District files. 
c / 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 
CONDITIONS 

This section addresses three components of the 
social frameworkof the Arizona Strip District: population, 
income, and pertinent social perceptions For the purposes 
of this RMP the primary social community is defined by a 
hypothetical line extending from St. George, Utah east to 
Page, Arizona, southwest to Flagstaff, west to Kingman, 
northwest to Lake Mead, and east again to St. George. 

POPULATION 

In 1986 about 100,000 people lived in the Arizona 
Strip RMP area (Table 111-27). Most (40 percent) of these 
resided in Flagstaff. St. George represented about 20 
percent of the total, Kingman about 12 percent, with other 
smallercommunitiesand individualdwellingscomprising 
the remaining 28 percent. 

The data reflect a strong growth pattern with an 
average annual population increase of about 4,000. Table 
III-28 shows major changes in southern Washington 
County, Utah, with close to a 50 percent population 
growth in most of the towns. Percentage increases in the 
Arizona towns also reflect considerable expansion. 

The population data indude certain important elements. 
For example, the portion of retirees is higher than the 
statewide average. Information available from the Utah 
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TABLE III-27 
POPULATlONANDPERCAPlTAlNCOMEFORSELECTEDCOUNTlESINARIZONA,UTAH,ANDNEVADA 

Area Name 4/I/80 7/I/88 % Change Per Capita Income% Change 1988 
(3) Census (I) Est. (2) 80-88 1979 1985 79-85 Estimate 

ARIZONA 2,716,598 3,244,OOO 19.4 7,042 10,561 50.0 3,605,700 

COCONINO COUNTY 75,008 86,100 14.8 5,631 8,032 42.6 94,800 
FLAGSTAFF 34,743 39,180 12.8 6,155 8,670 40.9 42,580 
FREDONIA 1,040 1,430 37.4 4,718 6,826 44.7 1,355 
PAGE 4,907 6,840 39.5 8,141 11,847 45.5 7,190 

MOHAVE COUNTY 55,865 76,600 37.1 6,673 9,041 35.5 81,400 
COLORADO CITY 1,439 2,120 47.6 1,499 2,032 35.6 2,350 
KINGMAN 9,257 10,760 16.3 7,046 9,294 31.9 11,560 

UTAH 1,461,037 1,655,OOO 14.0 6,305 8,535 35.4 1,678,OOO 

KANE COUNTY 4,024 4,800 18.7 4,528 6,379 40.9 4,850 
BIG WATER 154 170 9.7 3,018 4,435 47.0 N/A 
KANAB 2,148 2,770 28.9 5,257 7,205 37.1 N/A 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 26,065 38,600 48.2 4,869 6,346 30.3 41,200 
HILDALE 1,009 1,530 51.9 1,466 1,746 19.1 1,630 
HURRICANE 2,361 3,210 35.8 4,361 5,823 33.5 3,425 
ST.GEORGE 13,146 19,800 50.6 5,406 7,072 30.8 21,130 
SANTA CLARA 1,091 1,630 49.8 5,256 6,490 23.5 1,740 
WASHINGTON 3,092 4,540 46.7 4,141 5,485 32.5 4,850 

NEVADA 800,508 964,000 20.5 8,453 11,200 32.5 N/A 

CLARK COUNTY 463,087 569,500 23.0 8,259 11,129 34.7 N/A 
MESQUITE 914 1,100 19.9 4,580 6,143 34.1 N/A 

(1) Includes corrections made to 1980 counts since the census. These corrected counts were used as the 
base for the estimate. 

(2) Estimates have been rounded to the nearest 10 except for county and state Iequivalents, which have been 
rounded to the nearest 100 or 1,000. (Source for 1980 to 1986 estimates: Local Population Estimates [1986 
Population & 1985 Per Capita Income], “1986 Population and 1985 Per Capita Income Estimates for Counties 
and Incorporated Places,” Current Population Reports, Series P-26, U.S. Bureau of the Census.) 

(3) Source for 1988 Estimates: Arizona data from the Arizona Statistical Review, 44th Annual Edition, Valley 
National Bank of Arizona, Phoenix, 1988; Utah data from “Selected Demographic, Labor Market, and 
Economic Characteristics for St. George and Washington County, Utah Department of Economic Security, 
Labor Market Information Services, Salt Lake City, 1988. 
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TABLE III-28 

NON-FARMEMPLOYMENTONTHEARlZONASTRlPBYSECTOR: 1987 

Employment Arizona Utah 
Source/Type Coconino Co. Mohave Co. Washington Co. Kane Co. 

Manufacturing 2,850 (8%) 2,950 (14%) 968 (9%) 62 (4%) 
Mining 150 (1%) 325 (2%) 60 (1%) 9 (1%) 
Construction 1,656 (4%) 1,650 (8%) 688 (6%) 12 (1%) 
Trans/Pub Util 2,600 (7%) 1,200 (6%) 560 (5%) 27 (2%) 
Trade 8,775 (23%) 6,100 (27%) 3,184 (29%) 428 (31%) 
Fin/Ins 825 (2%) 1 ,o@J (5%) 500 (5%) 37 (3%) 
Services 9,650 (26%) 4,650 (22%) 2,722 (25%) 454 (32%) 
Government 10,950 (29%) 3,525 (16%) 2,214 (20%) 368 (26%) 

TOTALS 37,450 (100%) 21,400 (100%) 10,896 (100%) 1,397 (100%) 

Sources: Arizona: Arizona Statistical Review, 44th Edition, Valley National Bank, Phoenix, September, 1988. Utah: Utah’s 
Southwestern District, A Labor Market Information Report, Utah Department of Economic Security, Salt Lake City, August, 1988. 

/ 

7 

TABLE III-29 
NON-FARMEMPLOYMENTONTHEARlZONASTRlPBYARIZONACOMMUNIN: 1985 

Employment 
Source/Type Fredonia Flagstaff Kingman Williams 

Mining 49 (10%) 6 (0%) 80 (2%) 59 (5%) 
Construction 25 (5%) 1 ,@Jo (5%) 387 (7%) 88 (8%) 
Manufacturing 180 (37%) 1,652 (8%) 711 (13%) 79 (7%) 
Trans/Pub Util 28 (6%) 1,183 (6%) 286 (5%) 117 (10%) 
Trade 68 (14%) 5,896 (29%) 1,475 (28%) 322 (27%) 
Fire 0 673 (3%) 239 (5%) 14 (1%) 
Services 50 (10%) 4,794 (24%) 743 (14%) 174 (15%) 
Government 87 (18%) 4,631 (23%) 1,400 (26%) 260 (22%) 

TOTALS 487 (100%) 19,835 (98%) 5,321 (100%) 1,113 (95%) 

Source: U.S. Census Local Population Estimates: Series P-26, Number 82-53-SC, May 1985. 

/ 

f 

TABLE III-30 
, 

NON-FARMAVERAGEWEEKLYEARNINGSONTHEARIZONASTRIP: 1987 

Employment Arizona 
Source/Type Coconino Co. Mohave Co. 

Utah 
Washington Co. Kane Co. 

Manufacturing 403.10 362.35 330.23 250.84 
Mining 537.42 466.29 520.85 
Construction 335.63 309.48 318.00 
Trans/Pub Util 470.61 416.78 361.61 290.08 
Trade 199.46 191.29 196.62 
Fin/Ins 426.74 362.02 295.15 312.69 
Services 275.89 280.48 228.46 207.00 
Government 410.97 397.02 316.38 291.46 

Sources: Arizona: Arizona Department of Commerce, 1988. Utah: Utah’s Southwestern District, A Labor Market Information Report, 
Utah Department of Economic Security, Salt Lake City, August, 1988. 
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Department of Economic Security indicates that retirees 
constitute a significant part of the total population in the 
St. George area. In Washington County more than 16 
percent of the people are over age 62; in comparison, 
only 4 percent of the state is older than 62. Retirees also 
are important sectors of the population in the towns and 
unincorporated communities between St. George and 
Las Vegas (Littlefield, Mesquite), and in the towns and 
settlements between Kingman and Hoover Dam 
(Meadview, Dolan Springs, Chloride). 

Six Native American Tribal reservations are in the 
Arizona Strip RMP area. Three are in Coconino County. 
The Kaibab-Paiute Reservation, north of the Grand Canyon, 
had a 1987 population of 275. The Havasupai Reservation, 
lying within the Grand Canyon, had an estimated 465 
residents in 1987. The Coconino County population of 
the Navajo Reservation had an estimated population of 
16,364 in 1982. Mohave County includes the Hualapai 
Reservation with 1,200 people. The Moapa Reservation 
in Clark County has a population of approximately 150. 
The Shivwits Reservation in Washington County, Utah, 
had an estimated population of 217 in 1989. 

INCOME 

There is a wide variation in the per capita income of 
the residents of towns in the Arizona Strip RMP area 
(Table x11-27). For example, the data shows a range from 
$1,746 in Hildale, Utah, to $11,847 in Page, Arizona. The 
weighted average per capita income for the towns in the 
Arizona Strip RMP region is $9,993. 

Nonagricultural employment is the primary income 
source. Table III-28summarizes relevant data by county. 
The three sectors of government (federal, state, local), 
trade (wholesale, retail), and services employthemajority 
(about 75 percent) of residents. 

Table III-29 shows non-farm employment by selected 
Arizona communities. Communities, with the exception 
of Fredonia, have similar percentage of employment by 
sector. Fredonia’s highest employment is in manufacturing. 

Wage and salary data show the mining sector has the 
highest weekly average earnings (Table 111-30). Services 
and trades have the lowest weekly earnings. 

SOCIAL PERCEPTIONS 

This section identifies and discusses those types of 
perceptions that relate to social issues and concerns of 
the RMP. For example, economic data indicates that 
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tourism is a major factor in the economy of the area. A 
partial indication of its importance is employment in the 
services sector, including lodging and the food service 
industries. This sector provides 25 percent of the total 
jobs in the four-county region. 

Because of the economic importance of tourism, 
many residents support uses of the public lands that 
would draw tourists. These would involve outdoor 
recreation, easier access to recreational opportunities, 
and maintenance of suitable habitat for support and 
growth of wildlife. in contrast, activities that could harm 
or diminish tourism would not be popular. 

Management of public lands that preserves special 
features also benetits tourism. Special features include 
areas with an atmos’phere of remoteness and/or solitude, 
scenic attractiveness, and other exceptional properties. 

In general, the residents do not perceive the area as 
one in which people earn high income or wages. They 
believe that economicdevelopment efforts are needed to 
stabilize the employment base of the region and to 
improve income. Widespread support would exist for the 
increase of jobs in manufacturing, construction, and 
mining. Consequently, because mining activities on 
public lands provide high-wage jobs, much of the Arizona 
Strip RMP population would favor those efforts (Tables 
III-28 and 111-30). 

On the other hand, there are some groups and 
individuals who are strongly opposed to mining operations 
on the public lands and, in particular, to uranium mining 
activities. However, the local effects of mining employment 
and wages is not a concern for them. Their concerns are 
focused on the possible detrimental effects uranium 
mining could have on the environment. 



CHAPTER III 

CUMULATIVE CHANGES IN THE 
EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

(19764 989) 

Cumulative changes are those changes to the 
environment that have resulted from implementation of 
existing management framework plans (MFPs) for the 
Vermillion and Shivwits Resource Areas between 1976 
and 1989. Cumulative change establishes a baseline for 
projecting or estimating the reasonably foreseeable impacts 
(1990 to 2005) in Chapter IV. Much of the change that 
occurred prior to the MFPs has become unnoticeable to 
the casual observer due to natural rehabilitation processes, 
unless topsoil was removed or a road has been continuously 
maintained by mechanical equipment. 

To facilitate this analysis, all environmental factors 
are grouped into four categories; physical, biological, 
remoteness (recreational settings and opportunities), 
and social/economic. 

PHYSICAL COMPONENT 

Table III-31 depicts the estimated cumulative surface 
disturbance since 1976. The table does not include value 
judgments on whether the changes are desirable or 
consider mitigation measures that were applied to the 
various actions and practices. Mitigation typically reduces 
but does not totally eliminate adverse impacts to the land. 
In the long-term, natural processes combined with 
appropriate mitigation can virtually eliminate most surface 
disturbances. 

Management of the watershed, wildlife habit, livestock 
grazing, and woodland products programs has changed 
an estimated 61,750 acres of surface change since 1976. 
Most of the surface change results from vegetation type 
conversion and reseeding to improve watershed condition, 
wildlife habitat, rangeland condition, and livestock forage. 
However, the changes have been of short duration invdvlng 
initial disturbance from vehicles, chains, plows, etc. used 
in accomplishing land treatments or harvesting woodland 
products. Of the 61,750 acres of surface change from 
these programs, only 535 acres of roads and structural 
developments are considered permanent changes. 

Management of the lands and minerals programs 
has resulted in an estimated 5,900 acres of surface 
change since 1976. Approximately 4,800 acres are 
considered long-term, permanent changes resulting from 
lands actions (land developments and agriculture following 
transfer to priiate ownership, and rights-of-way and leases). 
Significant changes from the lands program include the 

authorization and construction of the Navajo-McCullough 
500 kV powerline which crosses about 90 miles of the 
district from Glen Canyon to Nevada. The land exchange 
program resulted in (1) acquisition of all state of Arizona 
lands in designated wilderness; (2) acquisition of 13,000 
acres of private lands in the Parashant area; and (3) 
exchange of about 2,000 acres near Littlefield, Arizona 
for about 7,500 acres of critical bighorn sheep habitat in 
the Black Mountains near Kingman, Arizona. 

Significant changes from the minerals program include 
(1) the development of eight uranium mines of which one 
is in production, two are in various stages of development, 
two are undergoing reclamation and three which have 
been closed and reclaimed; (2) active mining of gypsum 
deposits at two locations and a third, inactive; (3) 
relinquishment of mining claims by Energy Fuels Nuclear 
in designated wilderness areas. Locatable mineral 
development activities have disturbed about 766 acres of 
the surface since 1976 resulting in temporary change. 
Five miles of new road will be closed and rehabilitated 
and 38 miles of upgraded roads will be rehabilitated to 
near-original road conditions after termination of the 
specific need. Leasableand salable mineralsaccount for 
another 350 acres of surface disturbance since 1976. 

Management of the cultural resource, forestry, and 
recreation programs has resulted in an estimated 115 
acres of surface change in the past 14 years. Of the 115 
acres disturbed, 95 acres were short-term surface changes 
involving archaeological excavations, salvage of timber, 
dispersed camping, campsites associated with special 
recreation permits (SRPs) and staging areas associated 
with the Rhino Rally motorcycle race. Ten acres disturbed 
by these programs are considered long-term, permanent 
changes involving visitor facilities. This estimate does 
not include recreational OHV disturbance related to use 
of ATVs, motorcycles, etc. Most off-highway activity 
appears to be related to other uses such as grazing, 
mineral exploration, administrative field work, camping 
and hunting and are included in the acreage figures for 
the various programs listed in Table 111-31. 

Cultural resources are known to exist throughout the 
district. Clearances and compliance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act for all activities which are 
authorized or carried out by the BLM have helped in 
finding, defining, and protecting cultural resources. Many 
significant sites have been studied by BLM archaeologists 
or through contracts and volunteer efforts. 

BLM transportation system upgrades on Black Rock 
and Quail Hill roads accounted for 27.5 miles and 96 
acres of surfacedisturbance. Black Rockwas completed 
in 1979 and Quail Hilischeduled for 1990 completion. 
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TABLE 11191 

CUMULATIVE CHANGES TO IAND SURFACE (1976-1989) 

% of 
Program Source Of Impact Acres Surface Remarks 

Change 

LANDS Development associated 4,800 7 Generally represents a long-term 
with land use authorizations commitment of resources to 
and ownership adjustments development 

MINERALS Exploration and development 1,100 2 Generally represents a temporary 
of locatable, leasable, salable, commitment of resources; after 
minerals completion of exploration or 

mining, surface disturbances are 
rehabilitated 

CULTURAL Excavations, field 5 0 Assumes surface disturbance from 
schools excavations as well as fencing and 

access 

WATERSHED Land treatments and 21,000 31 Vegetation type conversions for 
associated roads improving watershed conditions; 

short-term surface impact 

FORESTRY Commercial harvest 30 0 Assumes temporary impacts; 
includes access 

WOODLANDS Fuelwood, posts, poles, 21,350 31 Generally represents short-term 
Christmas trees impacts from harvest of wood- 

land products and related access 

TRANSPORTATION Black Rock and Quail 95 0 Includes new surface disturbance by 
Hill road upgrades BLM; Black Rock road completed in 

19’79; Quail Hill scheduled for 
completion in 1991 

GRAZING Rangeland developments, 18,000 27 Primarily vegetation type conversions 
land treatments, roads for improving rangeland conditions; 

short term surface impact 

WILDLIFE Wildlife developments, 1,400 2 Assumes short-term impacts for treat- 
land treatments, roads merits, pipelines, spring develop- 

ments; long-term for roads, reservoirs, 
catchments, tanks 

RECREATION SRPs and camping 80 0 Permanent facilities; SRPs and 
camping generally long-term 
temporary 

TOTALS 67,860 100 

Source: Arizona Strip District files 
/ 
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BIOLOGICAL COMPONENT 

The cumulative change of 14 years of management 
underthe MFPs has restited in both positive and negative 
change to animals and plants. Table III-31 summarizes 
the approximate amount of change that has occurred to 
the surface of the land during that period. As the surface 
is disturbed, biological components of the environment 
are changed also. 

Approximately 39,900 acres (59 percent of the total 
surface disturbance since 1976) of homogeneous and 
less productive stands of sagebrush or pinyon-juniper 
with poor understory vegetation conditions were chained, 
plowed, or burned, and seeded. Thiswasdoneto reduce 
erosion and sedimentation, enhance vegetation cover, 
improve rangeland conditions, wildlife habitat and livestock 
forage. The end result has been increased bio-diversity 
on-site by creating change in a stagnant or undesirable 
plant community. Short-term changes to wildlife species 
occurred throughout the disturbance phase. Mobile 
wildlife were temporarily displaced, but quickly returned 
to the changed and improved habitat. The reseeded 
areas created more diverse vegetation communities than 
previously existed and can generally be utilized by a 
wider variety of species than were present before treatment. 
Vegetation diversity resulting from land treatments was 
enhanced through use of a variety of seed mixtures that 
benefit wildlife as well as livestock. 

The harvest of woodland products on 21,350 acres 
(31 percent of the total surface disturbance since 1976) 
has created temporary surface changes, mostly in the 
form of overland vehicle travel and removal of random 
overstory trees. This disturbs vegetation and temporarily 
displaces wildlife. When woodland activities were 
concentrated in specific areas, changes were similar to 
land treatments in that overstory was removed, allowing 
for a more productive understoty. Some negative changes 
to wildlife species have occurred in areas where small 
roads are created to facilitate harvesting of woodland 
products. 

The rangeland grazing program for the district is 
guided by the Shlvwlls and Vermillion Grazing Management 
environmental impact statements (ElSs) and subsequent 
monitoring and evaluation activities. Table III-1 6 shows 
thevariousgrazing systemsthat have been implemented 
through AMPS prior to and following the EISs. Appendix 
2 shows the trend in rangeland condition. The monitoring 
data shows that 90 percent of the district is in an upward 
or static trend. Improved rangeland conditions have 
contributed to increased biological diversity. 

Management of riparian areas has been intensified 
since completion of grazing ElSs and implementation of 
AMPS and HMPs. Ten of the priority riparian areas have 
been fenced to exclude livestock grazing; four have had 
adjustments in grazing use and numbers; three are not 
allocated for grazing due to topography and location; 
and the remaining area has a draft AMP in progress. 

Management of special status species has increased. 
BLM has helped in the development of recovery plans for 
the woundfin minnow, Virgin River chub, peregrine falcon, 
and Brady and Siler pincushion cactus. Inventory and 
moni-toring efforts have been increased for these species, 
thedeserttortoise, and fickeisen and bristly plains cactus. 

Six wildlife HMPs have been developed and are in 
various stages of implementation. Habitat improvements 
including land treatments, water developments, and 
modification of fences and waterlots have been 
implemented to improve conditions and improve diversity 
ofwildlife on the district. In cooperation with the Arizona 
Game and Fish Department, several species of wildlife 
have been transplanted to new or former ranges. These 
include pronghorn antelope (Table III-1 7), desert bighorn 
sheep (Table I&18), Kaibab squirrel, Merriam’s turkey 
and mule deer. The combination of land treatments, 
riparian management, special status species recovery 
programs, and implementation of AMPS and HMPs has 
contributed significantly to the biological diversity of both 
plants and animals on the district. 

Locatable, leasable, and salable minerals account 
for temporary changes to plants and animals on 1,100 
acres (2 percent of the total surface disturbance since 
1976). Wildlife are displaced near exploration and 
development sites generally for the duration of operations. 
Some species such as songbirds, bighorn sheep or 
raptors may acclimate toongoing disturbances with little 
consequence other than temporary loss of habitat. 

Changes which reduce biological diversity would be 
related to lands program actions (land developments 
and agriculture following transfer to private ownership, 
and rights-of-way and leases) or permanent developments 
which eliminate vegetation, wildlife or their interactions. 
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REMOTENESS COMPONENT 

Remoteness is defined as “recreation experience 
opportunities in backcountry, natural-appearing settings.” 
Experience opportunities (or the possibilities for visitors 
to engage in activities in ordertofeel satisfaction) depend 
on physical, social and managerial settings. Backcountry 
areas having different combinations of these three settings 
generally fall into the four, less urban classes, as described 
in Table III-1 9: primitive, semi-primitive non-motorized, 
semi-primitive motorized, and roaded natural. Table III- 
20 lists the current recreation opportunity class acreage 
based on the miles of roads listed in Table 111-26. Map 
III-8 shows the roads constructed for exploration and 
mining purposes. 

Management of the watershed, grazing, wildlife, and 
woodland products programs has brought about the 
greatest change to recreational opportunities. Obvious 
changes to physical settings brought about by land 
treatments, facility development, and associated roads 
have shifted recreation classes from the primitive toward 
the urban end of the recreation opportunity spectrum. 
These management activities have made human influences 
more obvious, thus affecting remoteness. However, the 
changeover time is less noticeable asvegetative diversity 
and succession within treated areas occurs. 

Mineral exploration and development have slightly 
changed physical settings with new and upgraded roads 
and development sites. These activities have generally 
changed recreation opportunities in semi-primitive, non- 
motorized and motorized classes by shifting settings 
toward the urban end of the recreation spectrum. However, 
these activities are considered short-term changes due 
to mitigation, which includes almost total rehabilitation of 
access roads, mine yards, and power-lines. The greatest 
change associated with mineral activities appears to be 
from new and upgraded roads on social settings. As 
roads are built or upgraded to improve hauling access, 
access for the general public is also improved. This has 
a tendency to encourage the public to go into areas they 
previously avoided because of poor road conditions. 
With greater numbers of visitors in an area comes a 
change toward the urban end of the social spectrum. 

With growth and associated development in the 
Littlefield-Beaver Dam area and the Colorado City-Cane 
Beds area has come changes to recreation settings on 
nearby public lands. Use authorizations and land ownership 
adjustments have either increased the number of growth- 
related developments on public lands or transferred 
ownership to private or state interests. In either case, 
recreation settings have moved toward the urban end of 
the spectrum in these areas. 

In 1984, the designation of eight wilderness areas 
(265,600 acres or 9.2 percent of lands administered by 
BLM on the Arizona Strip) contributed significantly to the 
preservation of remoteness and semi-primitive and primitive 
recreation opportunities on the district. Areas such as 
Paria Canyon, Vermillion Cliffs, Cottonwood Point, Mt. 
Trumbull and portions of Beaver Dam and Virgin Mountains, 
Grand Wash Cliffs, Mt. Logan, and Kanab Creek will be 
preserved in their natural conditions for future generations 
to enjoy. 

SOCIAL-ECONOMIC COMPONENT 

The social-economic component is made up of three 
main attributes, whlich include population, income, and 
social perceptions. BLM actions affect each of these 
attributes in various ways. The following summarizes the 
effects of these actions on each of these attributes through 
implementation of the existing MFPs. 

Population 

BLM actions which have encouraged and 
accommodated population growth within the district include 
the granting of rightsof-way, issuing of leases, processing 
of land exchange applications and patents, and authorizing 
the use of mineral materials. Together these uses have 
affected about 5,100 acres of public land. 

Most of the lancl is located near communities, Here, 
approximately 3,150 acres have been affected through 
R&PP patents and leases, airport leases, landfill and 
small tract leases, and private exchanges. All of these 
actions are directly related to the expansion of the 
population and communities on the district. 

The remainder of the land is dispersed throughout 
thedistrict. Thisacreage includesvarious road and utility 
rights-of-way, communication sites, and mineral material 
rights-of-way and sites. Together these authorizations 
have affected about 1,950 acres. These types of 
authorizations facilitate population changes near the 
district, but do not clirectly change populations. 
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Income 

Income within the Arizona Strip region is derived 
primarily from government, trade, and services. Together, 
these types of employment provide approximately 75 
percent of the jobs. The remaining 25 percent is composed 
of jobs in the manufacturing, construction, mining, 
transportation/public utilities, and firesuppression fields. 
Recent BLM land use management actions under MFP 
direction have not significantly changed the traditional 
types of jobs in the area nor the associated per capita 
income. 

Social Perceptions 

Since the MFPs were developed in the mid-1970s 
social perceptions concerning the district and resource 
use and development have intensified. One of the factors 
leading to the increase in intensity is the development of 
resources in the district, specifically uranium mineral 

resources. Various groups and individuals are opposed 
to resourcedevelopment on the public lands. The actions 
which encourage the development of the natural resources 
are generally looked on with disfavor by this group and 
actions which would restrict uses on the public lands 
would be generally favored. Opposition to uranium 
mineral resource development appears to be further 
based on perceptions about the environmental effects of 
mining and the philosophical arguments concerning the 
use of uranium and storage of radioactive waste. 

Residents which reside within or adjacent to the 
district, believe that economic development is needed. 
The perception is that development would tend to stabilize 
employment and increase income. To this end, there 
appears to be widespread local support for increased 
activities related to manufacturing, construction, and 
mining. These jobs are generally higher paying than 
those in the service sector. The sought-after employment 
opportunities would also provide more stable employment 
opportunities, less likely to be affected by seasonal 
fluctuations such as service sector jobs related to tourism. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

IMPACTS TO 
LAND RESOURCES 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

- Ownership Adjustments 

Under the proposed plan, 25,188 acres of public 
lands would be made available for exchange, sale, or 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP) leases or 
grants. These adjustments would ensure that lands are 
provided to accommodate community growth. Making 
more land available for ownership adjustments than 
under current management would benefit the local 
communities to a very high degree. Land exchanges 
would add lands with higher or more diverse resource 
values to public ownership. 

- Withdrawals 

Reviewing all existing withdrawals in the district and 
considering them for restoration to the public land laws if 
it isdetermined theyare nolonger needed forwithdrawal 
purposes (i.e., public water reserves, Grand Canyon 
Game Preserve, Nixon Spring Administrative Site, Forest 
Service Big Springs Ranger District Administrative Site, 
and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
power project withdrawals numbers 2469 and 4682) 
would be beneficial to district management programs. 

Revocation of the Turbinella-Gambel Oak protective 
withdrawal would have a positive impact on the develop- 
ment of any locatable and leasable minerals which may 
underlie the tract. This withdrawal covers some 154 
acres of land identified as having a moderate potential for 
the occurrence of oil and gas. Currently the area is 
withdrawn from mineral entry and leasing. 

Acquisition of 183,400 acres of state and private 
lands and subsurface estate would further consolidate 
blocks of public lands. This would allow more efficient 
and consistent management of resources. It would also 
eliminate the need for public land users to deal with two 
separate government agencies for the same use. 

- Airports 

Administering existing airports and providing land to 
expand the Colorado City airport would serve local econo- 
mies. Since additional information is required to analyze 
a possible airport site in Ferry Swale, a separate NEPA 
compliance action would be made regarding this issue. 

Revocation of the Virgin River scenic withdrawal 
would not change current mineral management because 
the land would remain closed to mineral activity due to 
wilderness designations. 

Revocation of the Boulder Canyon withdrawal would 
have a positive effect on the development of any locat- 
able mineralswhich may underlie the tract. Currently the 
area is withdrawn from mineral entry under a Bureau of 
Reclamation first form withdrawal that protects potential 
dam sites. This withdrawal covers some 4,709 acres of 
land identified as showing a moderate potential for the 
occurrence of gold. 

Review of the two FERC withdrawals in Ferry Swale 
would have no environmental, social, or economic im- 
pacts; however, revocation of the withdrawals and con- 
version to Title V rights-of-way could have positive bene- 
fits by removing segregation orders on these lands and 
restoring the general land laws. These lands would then 
be open to a greater variety of uses, resulting in low-to- 
moderate, beneficial impact for those that had previously 
been prohibited. 

- Communication Sites 

Seegmiller Mountain and Point of the Rock would be 
established as the new communication sites to which 
future proponents would be directed. Once developed, 
the Seegmiller site could enhance local or regional tele- 
communication capabilities for high power uses (i.e., 
television, radio, radar, etc.). Proposals for communica- 
tions sites elsewhere in the district would continue to be 
considered on a case-by-case basis, except in the Moc- 
casin Mountains, which would not be open to such use. 
Case-by-case consideration would benefit other propo- 
nents toa high degreeif thedesignated site on Seegmiller 
Mountain proved inadequate for their needs. 

Allowing partial termination of 44 acres of the Vermil- 
lion Cliffs Natural Area (that area outside the wilderness 
boundary) near Vermillion Cliffs Lodge for disposition 
under the public land laws would make it possible to 
exchange affected acreage for historical and recrea- 
tional lands. 
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s Rights-of-Way Corridors 
and other Rights-of-Way 

The proposed plan would reduce the width of the 
existing right-of-way (R/W) corridor in most of the Shlvwlls 
Resource Area from two to one mile. In desert tortoise 
habitat, the corridor would be eliminated and individual 
right-of-way proposals would be analyzed on a case-by- 
case basis. The corridor in the Vermillion Resource Area 
would be increased from 2,000 feet to one mile, except in 
Ferry Swale where it would be l/2-mile wide. While the 
corridor, where established, would continue to reduce 
the possible random proliferation of major rights-of-way, 
the width reduction in the Shivwits Resource Area could 
constrain utility companies from planning and placing 
utilities. Proposed rights-of-way on the Beaver Dam 
Slope would require compliance with NEPA and the 
Endanaered Species Act (ESA) and could impact theap- 
plicant with delays in approval. Similarly, in the Vermillion 
Resource Area, the increased corridor width would mod- 
erately enhance utility company plans and placement of 
major rights-of-way. 

The proposed plan would also designate an addi- 
tional right-of-way corridor that would provide propo- 
nents of major utility facilities an alternative route to the 
existing corridor. The new Rosy Canyon/Lime Kiln cor- 
ridor (Map 11-3) would be one mile wide except in Rosy 
Canyon where it would be in the canyon bottom only. A 
corridor would not be established in desert tortoise habitat. 
This would benefit the public by providing proponents of 
major utility facilities a logical alternative for routing 
facilities that are not compatible or suitable for placement 
in the existing corridor. 

Rights-of-way would continue to be issued on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Encouraging underground placement of smaller, 
distribution utilities in certain parts of the district would 
adversely affect proponents economically to a high degree 
and would not be a viable alternative for temporary lines. 
Total restriction of permanent distribution facilities in the 
Grama and Kanab canyons, Moccasin Mountains and 
Marble Canyon areas should not adversely affect propo- 
nents because of the expense to cross such areas and 
the viable alternatives. Few such proposals are ex- 
pected. 

The district has no reasonable alternative for the 
alignment of a corridor outside of desert tortoise habitat 
in the western portion of the Shivwits Resource Area. 
Due to the uncertain adverse impacts corridor designa- 
tion would have on the desert tortoise, corridor routes 

have not been established. In this area all rights-of-way 
authorized in desert tortoise habitat would require rout- 
ing, construction, and maintenance that would not ad- 
versely affect desert tortoise. This could result in addi- 
tional construction and maintenance costs to the right- 
of- way holder and lead to the proliferation of individual 
right-of-way routes. 

FROM SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Designation of special management areas such as 
ACECs to protect special values are often accompanied 
by management prescriptions which preclude certain 
land use authorization requests. Denial or modification 
of such requests would have adverse economic impacts 
on the public. Negative impacts would occur primarily in 
the Beaver Dam/Littlefield area through restrictions re- 
quired to protect woundfin minnow, Virgin River chub, 
and desert tortoise habitat. Retention of all essential fed- 
erally-protected desert tortoise habitat could limit the ex- 
tent that the Littlefield/Beaver Dam and Mesquite com- 
munities could expand. This could be a significant 
impact based on their current rapid growth rate. 

FROM EASEMENT ACQUISITION 

Securing easements across private land to gain 
access to public lands would benefit the general public 
by making these lands open for public use. This action 
would also allow the BLM to enter isolated lands for 
administrative purposes such as livestock grazing and 
wildlife management. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Special designations to protect or enhance resource 
values may be accompanied by management prescrip- 
tions which could preclude certain land use authorization 
requests, such as rights-of-way or disposals, if incompat- 
ible with the purpose of the designation. 

FROM PdllNERAL RESOURCES 

Federal lands that are open to entry under the mining 
laws are subject to patenting of claims if valuable miner- 
als are found. Issuance of patents are not necessary for 
mineral production and are not discretionary if certain 
conditions are met. 

One patent application for 130 acres is pending and 
others may be filed during the life of the plan. This could 
result in a negative impact by breaking up the existing 
blocked federal land pattern. Conversely, lands in private 
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ownership benefit tax bases and provide private eco- 
nomic development opportunities. In any case, less than 
1 percent of the acreage in the Arizona Strip District is 
likely to have any patent application filed on it. Further- 
more, only a small percentage of the lands applied for 
would likely receive patents, given the stringent require- 
ments. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Development of Seegmiller Mountain as a new 
communication site imposes a negative impact for po- 
tential applicants who want good access. The Seegmiller 
site is nearer to existing electricity and more attractive to 
facilities requiring high power for operation. 

method of allowing rights-of-way on public lands. Au- 
thorization should be under Section 501 of FLPMA. 

Wilderness, scenic, and recreation values of public 
lands would not be affected from visual, noise and secon- 
dary impacts of an airport in Ferry Swale. Local officials 
would be expected to investigatealternative airport siting 
opportunities. 

Mineral patents could contribute to, in a minor way, 
a fragmented land pattern. 

IMPACTS TO MINERAL 
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

ACEC designations for special status species could 
restrict certain land use authorizations within ACECs. 
Adverse impactsto public userscould also occurthrough 
the prevention of possible community expansion near 
Littlefield for the protection of endangered species. 

FROM IAND RESOURCES 

- Ownership Adjustments 

Restrictions on right-of-way construction on the Paria 
Plateau would adversely affect potential applicants. 
Applicants may have to seek longer alternative routes or 
expensive mitigation may be required. 

Acquisition of state or private inholdings by BLM 
could provide benefits to all resource programs and the 
public. Resource values would be placed under multiple 
use management and secured for public benefit. Public 
service and efficiency would also be provided by elimi- 
nating one administering agency in the case of state 
acquisitions. 

Designating a one mile wide right-of-way corridor 
across the Arizona Strip would be beneficial by prevent- 
ing proliferation of rights-of-way, minimizing environ- 
mental degradation and facilitating right-of-way process- 
ing. Negative impacts would affect right-of-way propo- 
nents on areas where no above-ground linear rights-of- 
way would be granted. Adverse impacts could also result 
from the lack of designation of a right-of-way corridor 
through desert tortoise habitat. 

Acquiring easements to isolated public lands has 
positive effects for the general public as well as BLM. 
Access would be secured for visitorsand for BLM admini- 
stration purposes. 

The lands program would benefit from review of the 
FERC withdrawal in Ferry Swale provided it was no 
longer needed. Such a withdrawal is not an appropriate 

Ownership adjustments on 25,188 acres of public 
lands could negatively affect prospective mineral devel- 
opment. The majority of the lands that would be dis- 
posed of are located in areas identified as having high 
potential for locatable minerals and mOdekite potential 
for oil and gas. Once these lands leave public ownership 
and becomedeveloped the likelihood of mineral explora- 
tion on the tracts would be minimal. This would be the 
case even if the minerals were retained in public owner- 
ship. Without exploration, chances are slim that any 
mineral resources which may underlie the tract would be 
developed throughout the life of the plan. 

The acquisition of 161,800 acres of state land and 
21,600 acres of private land could have a positive effect 
on the development of mineral resources which may 
underlie these lands. A significant portion of these lands 
are located in areas which show a high potential for 
locatable minerals, such as uranium, and a moderate 
potential for leasable minerals such as oil and gas. The 
blocking of land ownership patterns would have positive 
impacts on mineral exploration and development be- 
cause landowners and operators would be subject to 
only one set of regulations. 

- Withdrawal Revocation 

Revocation of the Turbinella-Gambel Oak protective 
withdrawal would have a positive impact on the develop- 
ment of any locatable and leasable minerals which may 
underlie the tract. This withdrawal covers about 154 
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acres of land identified as having a high potential for 
locatable minerals and moderate potential for oil and 
gas. Currently the area is withdrawn from mineral entry 
and leasing. 

Revocation of the Boulder Canyon withdrawal would 
have a positive effect on the development of any locat- 
able mineralswhich may underliethe tract. Currently the 
area is withdrawn from mineral entry under a Bureau of 
Reclamation first form withdrawal that protects potential 
dam sites. This withdrawal covers 4,709 acres of land 
having a moderate potential for gold. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

The designation of ACECs would have a negative 
impact on mineral resource development. These areas 
are all located in areas determined to have high or 
moderate potential for locatable minerals. Specifically, 
Marble Canyon, Witch Pool, Nampaweap, Fort Pierce, 
Little Black Mountain, Johnson Spring, Moonshine Ridge, 
and Lost Spring Mountain all lie in areas known to be 
highlyfavorablefor uranium mineral resourcescontained 
in breccia pipes and sandstone bodies. The Beaver Dam 
and Virgin River ACECs lie in areas having moderate 
potential for gold. The designation of the ACEC would 
require the submission of a plan of operation underthe 43 
CFR 3809 regulations for any activities exceeding casual 
use. This plan would require the preparation of an 
environmental assessment prior to approval and conse- 
quently increase cost to the developer due to time delays 
and environmental studies. 

In the cases of Witch Pool, Nampaweap, and Little 
Black Mountain ACECs, relatively small areas have been 
included in the ACEC based on the small area of known 
cultural resource occurrence. Operations that would not 
adversely affect cultural resources and would not cause 
unnecessary or undue degiadation would be allowed. 

Mineral material disposalswould be prohibited within 
ACECs. Marble Canyon, Witch Pool, Nampaweap, Fort 
Pierce, and Little Black Mountain are located in areas 
having low potential for significant quantities of good 
quality mineral materials. The designation would, there- 
fore, have little adverse impact to the development of 
aggregate resources potentially or currently being used. 

In the case of Moonshine Ridge ACEC, significant 
gravel resources just outside the ACEC boundary are 
being developed from exposures of the Chinle Forma- 
tion. Gravel is a relatively scarce resource in this area and 
it is currently being hauled 15-20 miles for use in Colo- 

rado City. Johnson Spring, Moonshine Ridge, and Lost 
Spring Mountain are all located in areas showing high 
potential for gravel. Their designation would have a 
significant adverse impact on the development of aggre- 
gate resources within these areas. 

In thevirgin RiverACEC, significant gravel resources 
have been developed on exposures of alluvial terraces 
formed along the Virgin River. Accessible gravel on 
public land is a relatively scarce resource in this area. 
This ACEC is located inan area showing high potential for 
gravel. Prohibiting disposal would significantly affect the 
development of aggregate resources used in Littlefield 
and Beaver Dam areas. One area has already been 
excluded from the ACEC. This area, an old aggregate 
source used in construction of l-15, shouM provide enough 
quantities of gravel for a number of years. 

FROM SPECIAL STATUS ANIMALS 
AND OTHER WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Through the planning process, certain wildlife spe- 
cies would be protected from the seasonal restrictions 
that would apply to leasable mineral exploration. The 
protected species include bighorn sheep and the endan- 
gered peregrine falcon. In order to protect bighorn 
sheep during the breeding season, oil and gas explora- 
tion activities would be prohibited between December 1 
and May 31. This limitation would apply only to the lower 
Grand Wash Cliffs because this is the only area of bighorn 
sheep habitat not substantially within designated wilder- 
ness. The imposition of this stipulation could cause 
delays, adversely affecting oil and gas lease operations. 
The area, however, is rated as having a low potential for 
oil and gas resources. Any leases issued in this area 
would be limited to exploration for the 6 month period 
between June 1 and December 30. 

Peregrinefalcon habitat has been identified in certain 
portions of the district. This habitat is important to the 
peregrine falcon during the nesting and breeding sea- 
son. In these areas, oil and gas exploration activities 
would be prohibited from March 1 through September 
30. This limitation would apply to the following areas: 
Vermillion Cliffs; Kanab Creek; Marble, Grama, Hack, 
Andrus, Parashant, and Dansil canyons; the Virgin River 
Gorge, and the upper Grand Wash Cliffs. The imposition 
of this stipulation could cause delays, adversely affecting 
oil and gas lease operations. The majority of these areas 
are, however, rated as having a low potential for oil and 
gas. Any leases issued for exploration would be limited 
to a 7 month period between August 1 and March 1. 
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FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

Designating acreage as closed to OHV use would 
have a negative impact on exploration and development 
of all mineral resources In the designated areas. The 
impact would result from delays in exploration and devel- 
opment programs as a result of complying with the plan 
approval process required to bring equipment into these 
areas. 

All of the OHV closed areas are located in areas 
having high or moderate potential for locatable mineral 
resources. Two of these areas, Kanab Creek and Grama 
Canyon, are located not only in areas of high mineral 
resource potential, but also in areas where the explora- 
tion and development of uranium has been intense. In 
the case of the OHV closure along Marble Canyon, even 
though no uranium mining has been conducted, thearea 
has a high potential for the occurrence of uranium in 
breccia pipes. The OHV closed area on the Beaver Dam 
Slope is located in an area having a moderate potential 
for gold. The closure of these areas would require filing 
a plan of operation for any activity that would use motor- 
ized vehicles as the form of access. This plan would 
require the preparation of an environmental assessment 
priorto approval. This could result in a30 to 90 day delay 
for each operation. Operations which are determined 
through the environmental review process not to cause 
undue or unnecessary degradation would be allowed to 
proceed. 

The limited OHV designations are not expected to 
significantly affect the development of oil and gas since 
mineral exploration is an exception to the limited desig- 
nations. 

FROM VISUAL RESOURCES 

No-surface occupancy would be allowed on any 
lease Issued within the Virgin River Gorge Scenic With- 
drawal, Kanab Creek, or Grama Canyon. This restriction 
would protect visual resources in these canyons. The 
imposition of this stipulation could negatively affect oil 
and gas lease operations and operations conducted 
under 43 CFR 3150. Given the steep terrain in these 
canyons and the limited access available in the canyon 
bottoms, this stipulation is not expected to have a signifi- 
cant effect on oil and gas exploration operations. Fur- 
thermore, the majority of these areas have been assigned 
a low potential for the occurrence of oil and gas. 

Restrictions prohibiting surface occupancy on slopes 
of greater than 30 percent would be applied to Moccasin 
Mountain, the Hurricane Cliffs escarpment, Diamond 
Butte, the Upper and Lower Grand Wash Cliffs, and 
Andrus, Dansil and Parashant canyons. These stipula- 
tions are designed to limit surface-disturbing activities 
which would cause a long-term visual impact in these 
areas. The imposition of this stipulation could negatively 
affect oil and gas lease operations and operations con- 
ducted under 43 CFR 3150. Oil and gas could still be 
leased. Drilling and development, however, would have 
to be conducted viadirectional drilling techniques. These 
techniques are costly in both exploration and develop- 
ment dollars. Leases issued with these types of stipula- 
tions are less likely to be explored due to the higher cost. 
Portions of these areas are located in areas rated as 
having a moderate potential for oil and gas. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Implementation of the proposed plan would restrict 
or preclude mineral resource exploration and develop- 
ment in certain areas to protect or accommodate other 
non-mineral resources and uses. Land disposals would 
discourage mineral resource exploration in specific ar- 
eas while land acquisitions would encourage exploration 
in others. Revocation of the Turbinella-Gambel Oak and 
the Boulder Canyon withdrawal would positively affect 
mineral resources by allowing certain development. 

ACEC designations would encumber locatable min- 
eral resource exploration and development through de- 
lays associated with plan approvals. The majority of 
ACEC proposals lie in areas having a high potential for 
mineralized breccia pipes. The remainder of ACECs lie in 
areas having moderate potential for gold. Mineral mate- 
rial disposals would be prohibited in the ACECs. In the 
case of Virgin River, Moonshine Ridge, Johnson Spring 
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and Lost Spring Mountain ACECs, this could adversely 
affect the availability of aggregate needed by local com- 
munities. 

OHV closures would also negatively affect explora- 
tion for locatable mineral resources. In these areas, a 
plan would be required for any proposals to use motor- 
ized vehicles as a form of access. Impacts would result 
from delays required by the plan approval process. The 
proposed closed areas all have high or moderate poten- 
tial for locatable mineral resources. 

Restrictions designed to protect visual resources 
would negatively affect leasable mineral operations by 
prohibiting surface occupancy. This could require off- 
lease exploration and development in these areas. Leases 
issued with these types of stipulations are less likely to be 
developed because of associated higher costs. 

IMPACTS TO 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

Through the land exchange program, 161,800 acres 
of state land and their yet unknown and uninventoried 
cultural sites would come under federal protection. 

Proposed land actions would include acquisition of 
240 acres of private and 2,960 acres of state land on 
Moonshine Ridge, as well as 160 acres of private and 960 
acres of state land under public ownership and manage- 
ment on Lost Spring Mountain. Private and state land on 
the Paria Plateau would also come under Bureau ste- 
wardship. 

Impacts to cultural resources in priority areas would 
result from inclusion of more sites under federal protec- 
tion with special designations. Bringing these state and 
privately owned sites under special designation manage- 
ment would be beneficial over the life of the RMP. Sites 
would be identified and evaluated through proposed 
inventory actions and protected by law enforcement and 
education. The NEPA process would mitigate all federal 
actions. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

With the following exception, cultural resources would 
be afforded the same level of protection as under current 

management. In order’to protect fragile cultural re- 
sources from impacts of activity associated with explora- 
tion, Johnson Spring, Lost Spring Mountain, Moonshine 
Ridge, Witch Pool, Nampaweap, and Little Black Moun- 
tain would become established ACECs. These ACECs 
contain unique cultural resource values of National Register 
qualityorareasof highsitedensity. Byvirtue oftheACEC 
designations, mining plans of operation would need to be 
submitted and approved before all actions exceeding 
casual use within the ACECs. The benefit to cultural 
resource management would be in the form of an ex- 
tended review period for what would otherwise be a 
notice level operation. The review period would be 
extended from 15 days to 30 days unless substantial 
public interest is expressed, in which case up to 90 days 
may be taken for the review. Within these ACECs, Class 
III cultural resource inventories would be required for all 
areas potentially affected by geophysical operations 
authorized under 43 CFR 3150 and 43 CFR 3160. This 
would be a long-term, beneficial impact to cultural re- 
sources. 

Through the compliance process for Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, all cultural proper- 
ties listed on or eligible for the National Register, identi- 
fied through review of a plan of operation, would be 
protected or impacts to them mitigated. While review of 
a mining notice is not subject to the procedures of 
Section 106 compliance, 43 CFR 3809 specifically pro- 
vides for the protection of cultural properties by prohibit- 
ing mining operators from knowingly disturbing or dam- 
aging them. 

Indirect impacts to cultural resources by improving 
road access into formerly remote areas are recognized 
as potentially adverse. Current research will determine if 
and where these impacts are occurring. Impacts to 
cultural resource values in the form of artifact breakage 
or destruction of structural features resulting from OHV 
activity associated with prospecting could also occur. As 
with any other resource activity, persons associated with 
mineral exploration and development could also vandal- 
ize sites. 

FROM FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

Designating both green and dead-and-down wood- 
cutting areas in the Shivwits and Vermillion resource 
areas would result in a positive impact to cultural re- 
sources because all areas designated would be invento- 
ried and all National Register-listed or eligible properties 
would be recorded and omitted from the cutting areas. 

IV-6 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Six areas including 18,710 acres (Lost Spring Moun- 
tain, Moonshine Ridge, Johnson Spring, Little Black 
Mountain, Witch Pool, and Nampaweap are proposed for 
designation as ACECs because of their important cultural 
resource values. Four other areas; Beaver Dam, Virgin 
River Corridor, Fort Pierce, and Marble Canyon, totaling 
40,500 acres would also be designated as ACECs for 
other resource values. This would afford additional pro- 
tection to unknown cultural resource values. Two areas 
encompassing 159,000 acres in the Parashant and Mt. 
Trumbull are proposed to be designated as resource 
conservation areas (RCAs) and would provide more 
focused management of multiple-use resources includ- 
ing cultural resources. The Paria Plateau would also be 
designated as an RCA and covers 227,000 acres. 

In these areas, management prescriptions (Table II- 
2) would be implemented to protect and preserve cultural 
resources and would be a long-term, beneficial impact. 
The areas of cultural priority would receive increased 
ranger patrols as part of the special designation manage- 
ment. Patrols would reduce vandalism, OHV activities, 
and loss of context of cultural resources. Losses in areas 
of cultural priority would be low, including natural losses 
to erosion. ACEC and RCA designation would occur on 
402,210 acres and benefit cultural values. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

IMPACTS TO SOIL, WATER 
AND AIR RESOURCES 

FROM IAND RESOURCES 

The proposed right-of-way corridor would have positive 
impacts in that disturbances would be concentrated 
within a narrow area. Mitigation measures approved 
through site-specific environmental assessments (EAs) 
would reduce or alleviate any potential impacts to water- 
shed values. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Empirical data will continue to be collected from 
mining industries that could potentially affect groundwa- 
ter. To date, this data has demonstrated that groundwa- 
ter inflow rates into underground mines is generally of 
short duration and of limited aerial extent. The depths of 
mining for uranium generally are well above the Redwall 
and Muav Formations, which are the major aquifers of 
concern. Further, the sedimentary host rock surround- 
ing thesedeposits is mostly impermeable, precluding the 
potential for long-term impacts to this regional culinary 
water aquifer. Absorption of heavy metals and radioac- 
tive constituents on the surface of clays as well as chemi- 
cal reactions with limestone stratas tend to minimize or 
eliminate impacts to water quality. 

Cultural properties would not be accessed and van- 
dalized as easily as the current situation and physical 
damage to those properties by OHV traffic would be 
reduced. This would be a long-term, beneficial impact. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Exploration activities cause only minor adverse impacts 
to air quality, mostly by vehicle travel which results in 
fugitive dust. Fugitive dust is not considered a pollutant 
subject to federal or state regulations. There is an 
adverse impact from exploration drilling due to the noise 
produced by the drilling operations, but this is generally 
short-term. 

The proposed plan would be beneficial for cultural 
resources regardless of some losses from vandalism, 
OHV activity, woodcutting and natural processes. Natu- 
ral losses of cultural values would occur from weathering 
processes. Cultural value losses from vandalism and 
OHV activity would be lower once the areas are desig- 
nated as ACECs or RCAs due to increased management 
emphasis. 

Extensive modeling of potential air and radiological 
impacts are conducted for every uranium mine prior to 
approval. Actual field measurements are obtained to 
checkthe models. To date, none of the modeling studies 
have demonstrated that any of the statutory thresholds 
for air quality have been surpassed. Therefore, no signifi- 
cant impacts have occurred. 

Impacts to sensitive receptors are of primary con- 
cern due to the close proximity of Class I airshed at Grand 
Canyon National Park to some of the high potential 
mineral areas and active mining operations. Based on 
known impact studies, a full-scale mining operation would 
have to be closer than 1,000 meters from the Grand 
Canyon National Park boundary to surpass the statutory 
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levels of significance which are designed to protect their 
Class I airshed. The 1 ,OOO-meter threshold assumes no 
mitigationfordust emissions. Thisdistancecould beless 
depending on the magnitude of dust emissions and type 
of mitigation, if any. 

Under current management, the entire district is 
open to mineral leasing for oil and gas (excluding wilder- 
ness areas) with no special leasing stipulations devel- 
oped to protect sensitive watersheds. Approximately 43 
wells have been drilled, creating 345 acres of watershed 
disturbance. Most of the recent exploration activities 
have been east of Fredonia. Standard oil and gas stipu- 
lations have been incorporated into leases which require 
reclamation and other procedures to prevent permanent 
adverse environmental impacts. No identified sensitive 
watershed areas have been affected by leasable mineral 
activities. 

Under the proposed plan, ACEC designations would 
require submission and approval of a plan of operation 
for any activities exceeding casual use. This would result 
in positive impacts to watershed resources. 

Appendix 27 and Map III-1 describe projected oil 
and gas activities throughout the life of the plan and 
depict oil and gas potential. Based on assumptions and 
projections, an additional 65 acres could be disturbed 
from exploration and another 350 acres from develop- 
ment. Standard leasing stipulations require basic recla- 
mation procedures. Especially fragile watershed with 
highly erosive saline soils could, however, be affected 
(assuming some exploration or development would occur 
on them). These impacts would be addressed in the ap- 
plicationfor permit todrill (APD) process. Seasonal lease 
stipulations for special status species would benefit 
watershed resources by restricting uses during the spring- 
time when many plants are growing. 

FROM WATERSHED 

Implementation of watershed activity plans for de- 
graded watershed areas by priority would have a high 
beneficial impact on watershed conditions by improving 
ground cover and reducing the rate of overland water 
flows. 

FROM RIPARIAN 

Under the proposed plan, riparian area management 
would continue to receive high priority for management 
attention. Implementation of grazing systems to improve 
riparian areas would change use patterns and allow 
deferment and rest. This would have a long-term, bene- 

ficial impact to soil and water resources in these small but 
important areas. As In the past, grazing would be ex- 
cluded from important riparian areas by fencing when 
warranted and feasible and would be a high beneficial 
impact. More intensive management of the watersheds 
above riparian areas would also be considered. 

FROM FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, the areas designated for 
fuelwood cutting would be identified and inventoried. 
This should confine impacts to specific areas, minimizing 
adverse impacts to soil, water, and air resources, mainly 
as a result of OHV use. OHV use crushes vegetation and 
disturbs the surface, making it vulnerable to accelerated 
water erosion by channeling runoff in the vehicle tracks. 
Wind erosion is also accelerated, to a minor extent, due 
to the freshly disturbed soil. Increased surface distur- 
bance is anticipated as nearby population centers grow. 
In certain areas pinyon-juniper manipulation could be 
designed specifically to reduce erosion, which would be 
considered a positive impact. Positive impacts would 
also occur to wildlife and grazing. 

Ponderosa pine throughout the district, except in 
wilderness areas, would only be harvested to enhance 
other resourcevalues. Thiswould be beneficial to water- 
shed resources in that therewould be less surface distur- 
bance. However, this management strategy tends to 
increase the risk of catastrophic fire. If this were to 
happen, the impact to watershed resources would be 
significantly adverse. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

Limiting OHV use to existing and/or designated 
roads and trails or closing certain areas would reduce 
future erosion. These actions would protect both vege- 
tation and cryptogamic cover and thus protect the soil 
from accelerated erosion. This is most significant on 
fragile and/or saline soils (Maps III-10 and III-1 l), espe- 
cially those close to towns. OHV closures would en- 
hance water quality by reducing salt loading and sedi- 
mentation in highly erosive areas. Soil rutting and the 
resulting gully erosion over all soil types would be re- 
duced. This would also reduce wind erosion south of St. 
George and east of Fredonia. Designation of an open 
OHV area east of Fredonia could cause further negative 
impacts if use were to increase due to the designation. 
Along with the OHV designation would be certain road 
closures. These closures would benefit watershed con- 
dition by improving vegetation cover and reducing soil 
loss from both wind and water. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

FROM TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS 

Currently, over 5,402 miles of road cross the district. 
Most of these roads were created many years ago as a 
result of mining and grazing activities. Many traverse 
drainages, cross salty bottomlands and are not located in 
the most environmentally preferred locations. As a re- 
sult, many roads increase soil loss, sedimentation and 
salt loading, and adversely affect air quality. Under 
current management, little attention is focused on this 
situation, unless a project is proposed in an area where 
this exists. In such cases, road modifications are helping 
resolve environmental problems. To date, mining com- 
panies on the Arizona Strip are predominantly respon- 
sible for helping the Bureau modify roads. However, the 
percentage of roads that have been improved is minor 
compared to the size of the effort required to reduce the 
adverse impacts mentioned above. 

FROM FIRE 

Fire has both a minor beneficial and adverse impact 
on soil productivity and water quality as a result of ash. 
Generally fire decreases short-term and increases long- 
term effective vegetative ground cover and is therefore 
beneficial to watershed condition. However, both sup- 
pression activities and prescribed burns can have ad- 
verse impacts on soil loss due to the use of hand tools or 
heavy equipment in constructing firelines. The results of 
these activities may not be rehabilitated, causing short- 
term soil loss, predominantly from wind. These impacts 
are usually small and localized and do not have much 
impact on overall watershed conditions. They may have 
minor adverse impacts by increasing sediment or salt 
loading on drainage system depending on their proximity 
to the drainage system. Smoke adversely affects air 
quality for a short duration. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Under the proposed plan, beneficial impacts to wa- 
tershed resourceswould be derived from placing a higher 
priority on watershed, including developing overall 
management plans for all areas of moderate to severe 
erosion condition and implementing management ac- 
tions to improve riparian areas. There would also be 
beneficial impacts due to areas with special manage- 
ment designation, OHV designations, and subsequent 
road closures. 

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL 
STATUS SPECIES 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

- Ownership Adjustments 

Under the proposed plan, 210 acres of Category III 
tortoise habitat (areas of low value in sustaining viable 
populations of tortoise) are identified for potential trans- 
fer by lease or sale under the Recreation and Public 
Purposes Act. These lands, plus an additional 2,927 
acres of tortoise habitat are identified for disposal by 
exchange, provided better quantity or quality tortoise 
habitat can be acquired in the same area and the net 
effect would be beneficial to tortoise recovery. If the 210 
acres of tortoise habitat are sold, rather than exchanged, 
there may be a negative impact to historic tortoise habi- 
tat. However, much of the 210 acres have been essen- 
tially destroyed as tortoise habitat, so impacts would be 
minimal. Recent inventories indicate no tortoise are 
present on the 210 acres. Sale of this land would be 
subject to a detailed environmental analysis and consul- 
tation with Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) according to 
the Endangered Species Act. This consultation would 
occur after an R&PP application for the 210 acres is 
received. Appropriate mitigation would then be identified 
and attained. The possible transfer of up to 1,960 acres 
by exchange could benefit the tortoise population by 
increasing the quantity or quality of habitat under man- 
agement in the area. 

Land acquisitions through exchange with the State 
of Arizona would have long-term, positive benefits to 
special status species such as the Siler pincushion cac- 
tus. Land acquisition of important special status species 
habitats would promote the recovery of those listed and 
candidate species. 

- Rights-of-Way Corridor 

Continuation of the existing Navajo-McCullough right- 
of-way corridor in desert tortoise habitat would not be 
permitted. All future right-of-way authorizations would be 
routed, constructed, and maintained in a manner that 
would avoid or minimize adverse impacts to the tortoise 
population, to the extent possible. Processing future 
right-of-way requests in this area, when they are not 
confined to a corridor, would provide the flexibility to 
identify routes that minimize impacts to desert tortoise 
recovery. 
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FROM WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Wildlife management activities under the proposed 
plan would intensify monitoring of wildlife objectives and 
help to improve management efforts for all wildlife spe- 
cies, including special status animals. 

Monitoring information would be summarized and 
included in future HMP revisions, improving the effective- 
ness of wildlife management and those planned actions 
beneficial to special status animals. The proliferation of 
predators as a result of management activities would be 
evaluated for their effects on desert tortoise. 

FROM RIPARIAN 

Special status animals would be positively affected 
by actions proposed for the improvement of riparian 
habitats. The woundfin minnow, the Virgin River chub, 
and the Virgin River spinedace would benefit from im- 
proved riparian habitats along the Virgin River through 
regulation of other land use activities. 

The peregrine falcon prey base would likely improve 
as riparian conditions improve the quality of habitat for a 
number of bird species. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Designating 20,800 acres as the Beaver Dam ACEC 
and 8,100 acres as the Virgin River ACEC would have 
highly beneficial impacts to those special status animal 
species within those areas, when managed in accor- 
dance with the prescriptions identified in Table 11-2. 
These designations include management prescriptions 
which would regulate activities that would otherwise 
negatively affect the desert tortoise. The Virgin River 
designation would protect important riparian habitat and 
water quality necessaryto the special status fish species. 

Management prescriptions forthe Virgin River ACEC 
would include acquiring high value riparian private/state 
properties along the river, limiting OHVs to designated 
roads, closing bottomlands to material sales, and requir- 
ing plans of operation for mineral exploration and devel- 
opment. 

The management prescription for the desert tortoise 
ACEC would facilitate the overall goal of the Rangewide 
Plan for Desert Tortoise Management “...to manage habitat 
so as to ensure that viable desert tortoise populations 
exist on public lands.” It would also be in compliance 
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with goals for Category I habitat areas; that is maintain 
stable, viable populations; protect existing tortoise habi- 
tat values; and increase populations where possible. 

The ACEC designations of Fort Pierce, Lost Spring 
Mountain, Moonshine Ridge, and Johnson Spring in- 
clude 4,200 acres of Siler pincushion cactus habitat. 
Management prescriptions (Table 11-2) include increased 
management and conservation measures such as OHVs 
limited to designated roads, mineral exploration and 
development activities requiring an approved plan of 
operations, and increased law enforcement patrols to 
deter collection. Long-term, beneficial impacts from 
these actions would occur. 

The Brady pincushion cactus would have 10,700 
acres of habitat designated as an ACEC (Marble Canyon) 
with the same management prescriptions and beneficial 
impacts assigned the Siler pincushion cactus. Fickeisen 
pincushion cactus occurs in part of the Marble Canyon 
ACEC and would also benefit from the management 
prescriptions. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

For locatable mineral exploration and development 
covered under a notice or plan of operation (43 CFR 3809 
regulations), no long-term negative impacts to federally- 
listed special status species would occur. Negative 
impactscould occur to special status species in the case 
of casual use where a notice or plan of operation is not 
required. Monitoring studies conducted since 1983 have 
not documented any cases of impacts to special status 
plants. Exploration and assessment has negatively af- 
fected desert tortoise habitat by creating new roads and 
trails. 

In order to further protect special status species from 
impacts resulting from mineral exploration, Beaver Dam, 
Virgin River, Fort Pierce, Johnson Spring, Lost Spring 
Mountain, Moonshine Ridge, and Marble Canyon would 
be established as ACECs. By virtue of the ACEC desig- 
nations, plans of operation would need to be submitted 
and approved for all operations exceeding casual use 
within the ACECs. The benefit of this alternative to special 
status species management would be in the form of an 
extended review period for what would otherwise be a 
notice level operation. The review period would be 
extended from 15 to 30 days, unless substantial public 
interest is expressed, in which case up to 90 days may be 
taken for the review. Should special status species be 
found within the area of proposed operations, they would 
be protected from adverse impacts in the long-term. 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

In addition to the ACEC designations, the Beaver 
Dam ACEC and an area bordering Marble Canyon would 
be closed to OHV activity. Thus, any proposals to use 
motorized vehicles as a form of access into areas closed 
to such use would require plan of operation and ap- 
proval. Prior to plan approval, an inventory for endan- 
gered species would be completed. Any species occu- 
pying the area of proposed operations would require 
protection from adverse impacts. 

The ACECs would be closed to mineral material 
disposals which would have a long-term, beneficial im- 
pact to special status species. 

Policies concerning the protection of special status 
species also apply to leasable mineral resource opera- 
tions. Stipulations to protect special status species may 
be applied to notices of intent (NOls) to conduct geo- 
physical operations, applications for permit to drill (APDs), 
and sundry notices (SNs) which amend APDs. 

Lease stipulations would be applied to protect pere- 
grine falcons during breeding and nesting season. This 
restriction would allow exploration activity only during 
the period between August 1 and March 1. The restriction 
would apply to areas open to lease within 1 mile of 
superior, acceptable, or historic peregrine habitat in the 
following areas: Grand Wash Cliffs; Dansil, Andrus, 
Grama, Marble, and Hack Canyons; Kanab Creek; the 
Virgin River Gorge, and the Vermillion Cliffs. This action 
would providea long-term, beneficial impact to peregrine 
falcon from oil and gas exploration activities. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

Designating 1,541,200 acres limited to existing roads 
and trails, 646,800 acres limited to designated roads and 
trails, and 358,600 acres closed would have beneficial 
short- and long-term impacts to habitats of special status 
species. The 800 acresdesignated as open could nega- 
tively impact Siler pincushion cactus which would require 
consultation with FWS. Compliances with the OHV 
designations would be monitored through frequent sur- 
veillance by the district ranger. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposed plan would provide long-term, benefi- 
cial impacts because lt would provide additional protec- 
tion of special status species through ACEC designation, 
associated increased management attention and OHV 
restrictions. Mineral activities In ACECs would require 

submission and approval of a plan of operations before 
any land could be disturbed, thus, ensuring the protec- 
tion of the species and resulting in long-term, beneficial 
impacts. 

The proposed plan also provides for the protection 
and management of habitats important to the existence 
of special status animals. Special designations and 
management of the Beaver Dam and Virgin River areas 
provide benefits and needed emphasis for protection 
and management of thedesert tortoise and special status 
fishes. All authorized land use activities and resource 
disciplines would be directed toward habitat improve- 
ment important to special status animals. Seasonal 
restrictions applied to leasable mineral resource explora- 
tion operations would be provided for the benefit of 
peregrine falcon. 

Land exchanges which bring state and private lands 
into federal stewardship for desert tortoise or riparian 
areas along the Virgin River for special status fish, would 
provide a long-term, beneficial impact. 

IMPACTS TO 
RIPARIAN AREAS 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

Some exchanges would involve acquisition of springs 
and their riparian areas. This would result in a long-term, 
positive impact as the land would be protected under 
federal riparian management. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Under the proposed plan, a significant riparian area 
along the Virgin River (8,100 acres) would be designated 
as an ACEC. Management prescriptions for the Virgin 
River ACEC include acquiring high-value riparian pri- 
vate/state properties along the Virgin River, closing bot- 
tomlands to material sales (gravel), limiting OHVs to 
designated roads, and requiring submission and ap- 
proval of a mining plan for operations exceeding casual 
use. Impacts from special designations on riparian plant 
communities would be positive over the short- and long- 
term. Riparian vegetation previously trampled or driven 
over would grow and increase, building up stream banks 
and providing shade to aquatic organisms, both vital 
processes necessary for improved riparian habitat. 

IV-1 1 



CHAPTER IV 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

In most identified riparian areas, locatable mineral 
resource exploration and development operations pro- 
posed under a plan of operation would be regulated to 
prevent long-term, adverse impacts. Operations con- 
ducted under a notice would require protection from 
unnecessary or undue degradation to the environment, 
including riparian areas. 

Of the priority riparlan areas identified in Table IV-l, 
only areas in a designated wilderness are fully protected 
from impacts from mineral exploration and development. 
In addition, the Virgin River is protected beginning at the 
Utah/Arizona boundary and extending to the mouth of 
the gorge by wilderness designation and the Virgin River 
scenic withdrawal. 

The remainder of riparian habitats not in wilderness 
areas are subject to locatable mineral resource explora- 
tion and development. Due to the limited extent and 
sensitive nature of the riparian area, any disturbance 
would be detrimental to the short- and long-term condi- 
tion of the area. However, except for the Virgin River, 
none of these areas seem favorable for locatable mineral 
resourceswhich could be extracted or developed. In the 
case of the Virgin River, gold mineralization would not 
lend itself to conventional gravity separation methods 
since the gold is too fine. Industry interest has centered 
around chemical extraction techniques that would not 
require free-flowing water in riparian areas. Any develop- 
ment proposed, therefore, is not expected to affect these 
riparian areas. 

Riparian areas are not expected to be affected by oil 
and gas exploration and development due to discretion- 
ary leasing, stipulations for mitigation, and the probability 
of activities targeting small riparian areas. 

FROM OHVs 

OHV activity along the Virgin River riparian area is 
heavy in the Virgin River-Beaver Dam Creek confluence. 
Riparian vegetation has been damaged or killed on an 
estimated 5-10 acres. The riparian area here and be- 
tween Mesquite and Littlefield has been negatively af- 
fected by OHVs. 

FROM RIPARIAN 

Under the proposed plan, the riparian areas would 
be managed under existing HMPs, AMPS, and BLM 
riparian policy. Springs and their riparian areas would 

continue to Improve as the riparian plant communities 
are fenced and protected from livestock, OHV, and rec- 
reation use. However, fences may be breached allowing 
occasional negative impacts to riparian areas from these 
uses. 

The Paria River riparian area would continue to im- 
prove under wilderness protection and rest-rotation graz- 
ing. The Kanab Creek riparian area would improve 
slightly. 

Riparian areas along the Virgin River from the gorge 
to Mesquite would deteriorate slightly from OHV activity 
and livestock use. 

Fenced springs and riparian areas managed under 
grazing management systemsallowing rest or deferment 
would maintain or improve. Riparian areas that continue 
under yearlong grazing use would be negatively im- 
pacted. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Riparian areas along the Virgin River would receive 
additional protection and management. Acquisition of 
high-value riparian areas along the Virgin River would be 
pursued. Impacts from special designations would be 
positive, providing protection from disturbance. Impacts 
from locatable mineral exploration and development 
activities would be avoided if possible. There would be a 
short- and long-term, beneficial impact to the riparian 
area resources. 

IMPACTS TO FOREST/ 
WOODLAND RESOURCES 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

Through the land acquisition program, 560 acres of 
state lands would bring more ponderosa pine under 
federal management. This would eliminate political 
boundaries and replace them with natural boundaries. 
Disease or insect control should be easier and less 
costly. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Locatable mineral exploration and development within 
a particular project area are small and would have a very 
low adverse impact on harvest of woodland products. 
Surface disturbance resulting from exploration and de- 
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/ 
TABLE IV-1 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO PRIORITY RIPARIAN AREAS FROM THE PROPOSED PLAN 

RIPARIAN AREA 

Virgin River 

Beaver Dam Wash 

Paria River 

Kanab Creek 

Bull Rush Wash 

APPROXIMATE PROPOSED IMPACT OF 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION SIZE/LENGTH PLAN IMPLEMENTATIOI 

T41N R12/13/14W 29 miles Slightly Slight 
T40N R15/16W Improve Positive 

T40N RlGW S4 E1/2NW1/4 50 acres Improve Positive 
NE1 /4SW1/4 

T41 N R6/7E 24.7 miles Improve Positive 

T36/39N R3W 12.5 miles Maintain to No Change to 
Slightly Improve Slight Positive 

T39N R4W S4,6,7,8,9,16,17,18 9 miles Improve Positive 
T40N R4W S31 

Sullivan Spring T39N R14W SlO NW1/4 2.5 acres Maintain No Change 

Gates-Mullen Spring T39N R14W S3 NW1 /4 5.0 acres Maintain No Change 

Buckhorn Spring T34N R16W S26 SE1/4NE1/4 2.0 acres Improve Positive 

Grapevine Spring T34N R16W S26 NE1 /4NE1/4 2.0 acres Improve Positive 

Whiskey Spring T34N R16W S26 SE1/4SW1/4 3.0 acres Maintain No Change 

Little Arizona Spring T34N R16W S24 NW1 /4NW1/4 2.0 acres Improve Positive 

Cottonwood Spring T42N R6E S34 SE1 /4SE1/4 4.0 acres Maintain No Change 

Wrather Spring T41 N R6E S8 SW1 /4SW1/4 2.0 acres Maintain No Change 

Badger Creek Spring T40N R6E S12 NE1 /4NW1/4 2.0 acres Maintain No Change 

Red Rock Spring T36N R16W S5 SE1 /4NE1/4 0.5 acres Maintain No Change 

Middle Spring T36N R16W S7 NE1 /4SE1/4 2.0 acres Maintain No Change 

Cane Spring T38N R14W S34 NE1/4 5.0 acres Maintain No Change 

Pocum Wash T38N R14W S14/24 3.0 acres Improve Positive 

Elbow Canyon Complex T39N R15W S22 S1/2 2.0 acres Improve Positive 
(Willow Springs et al.) 

Kelly Dam T32N R12W S23 NE1/4 50 acres Maintain No Change 

. 
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velopment of mineral resources contained within breccia 
pipes typically disturb up to 20 acres at each mine site. 
While the ponderosa pine areas shown on Map II-10 lie 
within an area identified as having a high potential for 
locatable minerals contained within breccia pipes, no de- 
velopment in these areas is expected over the life of the 
plan because of exploration difficulties associated with 
volcanic cover. Although some exploration is expected, 
impacts to ponderosa forests would be localized and 
insignificant. 

Oil and gas exploration and development cause rela- 
tively small disturbances. Exploration operations typi- 
cally disturb eight acres at each site. Approximately 65 
acres could be disturbed districtwide from this activity 
over the life of the plan. Should production be estab- 
lished, approximately350 acres of the 3,500 acres would 
be disturbed. Ponderosa pine (Map 11-10) lie within an 
area identified as having little potential for oil and gas and 
no development or production activities are expected. 
Exploration could take place in this area but impacts 
would be confined to a small area and disturbances 
would be reclaimed following cessation of operations. 

FROM FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, 10,700 acres of Uinkaret 
Mountain, 3,400 acres of the Parashant, 1,100 acres of 
Black Rock Mountain ponderosa pine forest would all be 
managed to enhance other resources. Possible silvicul- 
tural practices and other aspects of the planned forest 
management program would have both beneficial and 
adverse impacts on the ponderosa pine component of 
the forest ecosystem. Adverse impacts resulting from 
practices such as thinning kill individual trees. Carefully 
managed selective thinning would have a long-term, 
beneficial impact by reducing overcrowding in areas with 
thick younger-aged stands, and allowing remaining trees 
to be more vigorous and by removing trees which harbor 
insects or diseases that could harm or kill other ponder- 
osa pine. An active fire suppression program protects 
ponderosa pine stands from being destroyed by fires 
caused by visitors or lightning. Prescribed burning and 
management of naturally occurring fires would have a 
long-term benefit by reducing the existing fuel buildup 
(heavy needle duff, dead wood and dense understory 
vegetation). In addition to reducing the likelihood of a 
catastrophic fire which could destroy large acreages of 
ponderosa pine, managed burning would also free up 
water, minerals, and nutrients for use by the pine trees. A 
possible adverse impact of prescribed burning is the 
damage or destruction of trees. 

Under the proposed plan, 739,300 acres of the 800,000 
acres of pinyon-juniper woodland would have specific 
management plans designed for small cut areas. As 
demand for fuelwood is not expected to increase on the 
Arizona Strip, the impact to woodlands from woodcutting 
is not expected to change. Management plans would 
allow cutting to be better managed and concentrated by 
providing small (5-10 acres), clear-cut areas. Positive 
impacts include creating openings in the pinyon-juniper 
woodlandswhere herbaceousvegetation could increase 
and young trees would be allowed to grow faster. Slash 
left from woodcutters would be cleaned up and desired 
plants such as grass, shrubs, and forbs could be planted. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

The Mt. Trumbull/Mt. Logan and Parashant areas 
would be managed as RCAs. Ponderosa pine in these 
areas would be managed for the benefit of other resource 
values. This would restrict the productive potential of 
these forests but would maintain them in a healthy condi- 
tion. 

Dead-and-down fuelwood cutting in the Vermillion 
Resource Area would be restricted to specific areas 
under the proposed plan, causing a negative impact. 

Closing Johnson Spring, Lost Spring Mountain, and 
Moonshine Ridge ACECs to all woodland harvest and the 
Canyons and Plateaus of the Paria RCA to fuelwood and 
post gathering would causea moderate negative impact 
to those who have used these areas in the past for 
woodland products. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Through the proposed plan, the forest would be- 
come healthier and old-growth ponderosa pine would 
remain uncut. Thinning operations would provide more 
nutrients and water to the remaining trees allowing them 
to grow larger. However, certain younger trees would 
remain suppressed by the older pines causing a negative 
impact. The population would remain older making it 
more vulnerable to disease and insects. An older forest 
would satisfy many other resources dependent on old- 
growth and medium-aged pines, such as raptors, tur- 
keys, deer, and Kaibab squirrels. 

Intense management of cutting in the woodlands 
would have a positive impact on the cut areas. The small 
clear-cuts would be like natural openings, which after 
cleanup of slash, would improve the growth of the young 
trees and herbaceous vegetation. 
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Some special designation areas would be closed to 
woodland harvest. Some of these areas are especially 
important to firewood and post cutting because of their 
close proximity to communities. The closure would be an 
adverse social/economic impact. 

IMPACTS TO GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT 

FROM IAND RESOURCES 

Potential disposal of 25,188 acres of public land 
would have a long-term, moderately adverse impact 
upon grazing permittees due to a loss of acreage for 
grazing. Salvage or reimbursement for range improve- 
ments would be required. Fencing to exclude disposal 
tracts from an allotment would also result in negative 
impacts if this were necessary. Disposal of this acreage 
would result in loss of approximately 1,260 AUMs and 
$2,340 in grazing fee receipts each year. Range better- 
ment funds would be reduced by approximately $1,170 
annually. 

Acquisition of 161,800 acres of state land and 21,600 
acres of private land under this alternative would have 
higMy positive, long-term impacts on rangeland resources. 
These are particularly beneficial since lands to be ac- 
quired by state and private interests are in the Apache 
and Navajo counties of the Phoenix BLM District. Upon 
completion of the exchanges, 9,170 AUMs of forage 
would be available to produce $17,056 in revenue annu- 
ally. Of this, $8,528 would be through the range better- 
ment fund. Administrative coordination requirements 
would be reduced, increasing efficiency. Permittees 
would conduct business with only one agency instead of 
two (State Land Department and BLM). 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

impacts to livestock operations from mineral devei- 
opment or exploration may be positive or negative. The 
temporary loss of 750 acres of grazing land is considered 
insignificant to the region. Reclamation is designed to 
restore long-term productivity, so there are no long-term 
impactstoforage production. in some areas, exploration 
and mining activities have resulted in additional waters 
which can enhance livestock grazing through better 
dispersement of stock into under-utilized areas. Mining 
activities could adversely affect some springs or existing 
wells by breaching or draining alluvial aquifers, on which 
an operation may depend. 

Upgraded access has provided benefits to some 
livestock operations by providing ail weather access. 

Throughout the life of the plan, approximately 1,355 
acres of additional grazing lands would be temporarily 
disturbed as a result of locatable exploration and devel- 
opment activities. Reclamation of these disturbed areas 
is designed to return them to their original levels of 
production; therefore, no long-term or significant im- 
pacts are anticipated. 

Current management practices would allow oil and 
gas exploration/development to temporarily remove 
approximately 424 acres of forage-producing lands from 
grazing. Such impacts are considered temporary be- 
cause of mandatory reclamation requirements designed 
to return the area back to its original productivity levels. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Designation of the Marble Canyon, Johnson Spring, 
Lost Spring Mountain, Moonshine Ridge, Witch Pool, 
Nampaweap, and Beaver Dam Slopes ACECs and Paria 
Plateau RCA would impose long-term, moderately nega- 
tive impacts to livestock grazing. Management prescrip- 
tions for these areas would place constraints on range- 
land improvements. Range improvements would be 
restricted within 100 yards of existing cultural sites. Beaver 
Dam Slope ACEC would continue to be managed in a 
manner consistent with the Rangewide Desert Tortoise 
Plan. The plan imposes constraints which include iimit- 
ing, precluding, or deferring livestock use to enhance 
desert tortoise habitat conditions and it restricts some 
range improvements. 

Pinyon-juniper woodland in the Mt. Trumbull RCA 
has little understory vegetation and low forage produc- 
tion. Treatment through chaining or burning would enhance 
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rangeland resources. Management prescriptions for the 
RCA could restrict vegetation treatments to enhance 
natural values. This could impose a long-term, negative 
impact of moderate intensity. 

Rangeland conditions in the Parashant RCA are 
expected to improve under this alternative. Reduced 
numbers and the grazing management system on the ai- 
iotment will benefit vegetation in the area. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

OHV designations would have a low, negative im- 
pact on rangeland management. Closing areas to OHV 
travel could restrict access to range improvements and 
cattle monitoring. Limiting access to existing roads and 
trails would have only a minor impact on rangeland 
management because permitted users could travel across 
country. OHV travel would be authorized on a case-by- 
case basis on designated roads and trails. This could 
create a hardship on ranchers. Closing roads in the 
designated to existing roads and trails areas would have 
a minor impact because only roads not needed for 
resource management would be closed. 

FROM SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Management prescriptions from the Beaver Dam 
desert tortoise ACEC, the Rangewide Desert Tortoise 
Plan, and biological assessments of livestock grazing 
impacts on tortoise habitat could place constraints on 
new range improvements, season of use, utilization iev- 
els, stocking rates, and management, including limiting, 
precluding, or deferring livestock use. This could impose 
long-term, highly negative impacts upon the livestock 
grazing permittee. 

FROM WATERSHED 

Placing 48 allotments in watershed Category 1, 59 
allotments in Category 2, and 46 allotments in Category 
4 to initiate intensive watershed management could 
conserve topsoil and improve vegetation as well as wa- 
ter. These factors would have a beneficial effect on 
rangeland condition and subsequently, rangeland re- 
sources. Healthy rangelands are essential to sustained 
resource production. In some cases, less water runoff 
could cause livestock water reservoirs to be dry or short 
of available water. 

Watershed disturbance from mining activity would 
not affect rangeland resources because of the limited 
acreage involved and rehabilitation requirements placed 
on surface-disturbing activity. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Disposal of 25,188 acres of public land would reduce 
acreage used for livestock grazing. Approximately 1,260 
AUMs and $2,340 in grazing fee receipts would be lost 
each year. Range betterment funds would be reduced by 
approximately $1 ,170 annually. 

Acquisition of 161,800 acres of state land and 21,600 
acres of private land would potentially increase public 
land AUMs by 9,170. This could result in grazing fee 
receipts of $17,056 and allow $8,528 of new range better- 
ment funds each year. Administrative efficiency could 
also be improved by eliminating the need to coordinate 
with the state on grazing matters and by eliminating 
exchange of use permits. 

Negative impacts to grazing management would 
result from ACEC designation and actions from the bio- 
logical assessment of livestock grazing in tortoise habi- 
tat. Constraints would be placed upon livestock grazing 
options and range improvements. 

Rangeland productivity would be enhanced by im- 
plementation of intensive watershed management. 
Reservoir water storage may be diminished by reduced 
overland water flows. 

OHV designations would have minimal, negative 
impacts since travel would be allowed only for permitted 
uses. 
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IMPACTS TO 
WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

Land acquisition could positively affect wildlife by 
acquisition of high value habitat such as crucial summer 
or winter ranges and riparian areas. Land disposals or 
acquisitions must be in the public interest and; therefore, 
in most cases, would have beneficial impacts to wildlife. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Locatable mineral operations exceeding casual use 
in areas not closed to OHV use require the submission of 
either a notice or plan of operation. In areas closed to 
OHV use, an approved plan of operation is required for 
any proposal to use motorized vehicles as a means of 
access. Through review of a plan of operation, impacts 
to wildlife species are analyzed in an environmental 
assessment. Impacts to various wildlife species from 
mineral operations can range from minor disturbance to 
displacement for the duration of the operation. The 
projected 1,355 acres of disturbance from locatable 
mineral resource exploration and development would 
not have a significant impact on wildlife. Impacts are 
usually minor, but could be locally significant with intense 
activity during periods of reproduction. Loss of habitat is 
usually minor and mitigated through reclamation. 

Geophysical operations used in the exploration for 
oil and gas are very short-term. Impacts associated with 
this type of activity can, however, be adverse to wildlife 
species residing in the area, particularly if the activity 
occursduring sensitive breeding periods. Bighorn sheep 
may be particularly affected by this type of activity. 
However, most of the bighorn sheep habitat is located in 
wilderness areas and not subject to this type of impact. 

Under the proposed plan, oil and gas exploration 
would be allowed only between December 1 and May 31 
to protect bighorn sheep during the critical lambing 
period. This restriction would apply to the lower Grand 
Wash Cliffs between the Grand Wash Cliffs Wilderness 
Area and Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The 
remainder of bighorn sheep habitat in the district is 
located within wilderness where operations are prohib- 
ited. These restrictions avoid the potential for a moderate 
negative impact to bighorn sheep reproduction. 

A longer time period is normally required for oil and 
gas drilling and production. Drilling operations typically 
take up to 4 months. Production operations can last for 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

many years. This intense activity could cause dislocation 
of wildlife in the immediate vicinity of operations for the 
duration of operations. This is particularly significant 
during critical reproductive periods. If exploration is 
intense, loss of habitat through cumulative surfacedistur- 
bances can become significant. Even though both short- 
and long-term impacts to wildlife habitat could occur as 
a result of oil and gas exploration and development, long- 
term impacts would be mitigated through reclamation 
and seasonal restrictions. 

FROM WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, a positive impact to wildlife 
resources would be expected. Wildlife species would be 
protected from mineral leasing during certain times of the 
year. This helps maintain reproduction for important 
species. Bighorn sheep populations would be managed 
according to the biological capacity of the range. Changes 
in kind of livestock from cattle to sheep and/or goats 
would not be authorized within or adjacent to occupied 
bighorn sheep habitats unless monitoring studies and 
research indicate a disease transmission problem does 
not exist. Pronghorn antelope populations would be 
managed to levels compatible with rangeland resources. 

Increased monitoring of wildlife habitats and wildlife 
objectives would be accomplished to provide data rele- 
vant to future revisions of the six HMPs. 

FROM RIPARIAN 

Increasing management and working to improve 
riparian conditions would have highly beneficial impacts 
to wildlife resources as habitats and species diversity 
improve. Efforts to inventory and describe riparian areas 
would eventually Improve riparian conditions as the infor- 
mation is used to improve management. Designating the 
Virgin River as an ACEC would provide necessary man- 
agement direction, such as requiring a plan of operation 
for proposals to develop locatable minerals. 

FROM .FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

Establishing woodcutting areas for personal and 
commercial harvest would have a positive impact to 
wildliferesourcesfromtwo perspectives. It would reduce 
the amount of Indiscriminate woodcutting, including green 
trees that provide important nesting or feeding habitat. It 
would concentrate cutting in selected areas to help meet 
wildlife objectives such as adding diversity to closed tree 
stands. 
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Sincewildlife needs and enhancement opportunities 
are an integral part of the planned forest management 
program, wildlife species are expected to benefii from 
maintenance and Improvement of their habitat. The 
extent of the benefits dependson the specific elements of 
the program to be cooperatively developed with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department for the Mt. Trumbull 
and Parashant RCAs. Benefits would be derived by 
maintaining and protecting over the long-term the forest 
ecosystem on which they depend and by improving the 
quality of habitat regarding such factors as interspersion, 
edge effect, roosting sites, forage, and cover. Potential 
adverse impacts which need to be considered in design- 
ing and implementing the program are habitat changes 
which displace wildlife, removal of old-growth stands 
upon which some wildlife species closely depend, re- 
moval of individual ponderosa pine which are important 
for roosting or brood-rearing, and elimination or drastic 
reduction of food sources or nesting habitat in pre- 
scribed burn operations. 

FROM WATERSHED 

Watershed categorizations and subsequent man- 
agement and Improvements would Improve overall wild- 
life habitat values. Cover and forage values would in- 
crease as projects are implemented and management is 
improved. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

Controlling OHV use on the district would have a 
beneficial impact on wildlife. General public use would 
be prohibited in certain areas or confined to existing or 
designated roads and trails, except for 800 acres that 
would be designated as open. This open area is located 
near Fredonia and contains marginal wildlife habitat. 
Damage to habitat and disturbance of wildlife species 
would be reduced dueto the proposed restrictions (elimi- 
nating unauthorized cross-country travel). 

FROM GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

Prohibiting changes in livestock classes from cattle 
to domestic sheep on bighorn sheep ranges would avoid 
serious conflicts with bighorn sheep. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Designation of the Parashant RCA and subsequent 
management prescriptions would have positive impacts 
towildlife resources. Restricting certain land useactions, 
including OHV, would benefit wildlife. Managing the 

J 

ponderosa pine forest and grazing to complement wild- 
life, watershed, or other resource values would have 
positive effects. 

Acquiring state and private lands in the Mt. Trumbull 
RCA would enhance wildlife values by adding habitat 
under multiple use management. Reducing overall sur- 
face disturbance, increasing habitat qualities, and man- 
aging the area to conserve rather than obligate resource 
components would have positive impacts to wildlife val- 
ues. Managing for a mature component of the ponder- 
osa pine forest would be highly beneficial to wildlife. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Lands acquisition could positively affect wildlife by 
securing additional habitat. Exchanges may also be 
beneficial because high value habitat such as crucial 
summer or winter ranges could be acquired. 

Improved watershed management to reduce soil 
loss would result in positive benefits to a broad diversity 
of wildlife species and habitat. In areas closed to OHV 
use, an approved plan of operations is required for 
locatable mineral operation. Wildlife resource values 
would also benefit from oil and gas lease stipulations 
designed to protect wildlife species and habitat. Actions 
proposed in the Mt. Trumbull and Parashant RCAs would 
provide positive impacts to wildlife resource values. 

Management of ponderosa pine forests as provided 
for under the proposed plan would ensure continued 
quality wildlife habitat for those dependent species. 
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IMPACTS TO RECREATION 
RESOURCES 

IAND RESOURCES 

- Land Ownership Adjustments 

Implementation of the proposed plan would make 
available 7,405 acres of lands for sale or exchange. An 
additional 17,783 acres could be used for exchange or 
conveyance subject to the R&PP Act, if shown to be in the 
public interest. All other land would be segregated 
against transfer to other ownership and agricultural en- 
tries (Map 11-3). Up to 25,188 acres could be removed 
from public land management and any recreation oppor- 
tunities associated wlth those acres such as sightseeing, 
OHV use, and gathering forest products could also be 
lost. Moderate adverse impacts could result from such a 
loss. Some potential requests under the R&PP may 
enhance urban-oriented recreational opportunities in the 
form of public parks. 

Implementation could result in acquisition of 161,800 
acres of state land and 21,600 acres of private land (Map 
11-3). All acquired lands would be subject to operation of 
all public land laws unless specifically modified by the 
opening orders associated with specific acquisitions. 

Overall, the variety of recreational opportunities 
described in Table III-PO and activities described in Table 
III-22 are expected to be enhanced through better man- 
agement, more consistent direction, and increased regu- 
lation of natural settings. 

- Airports 

Implementation of the proposed plan would result in 
continued administration of existing airports and include 
the expansion of the Colorado City airport in coordina- 
tion with Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 

Continued administration of existing airports would 
have only minor adverse impacts to recreational oppor- 
tunities dependent on remote natural settings. These 
impacts are generally associated with intermittent land- 
ings and takeoffs which create noise disturbance in 
adjacent areas. 

Realistically, few proposals are expected throughout 
the life of the plan. However, removing any lands from 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

public ownership could encumber or eliminate opportu- 
nities for recreation as described in Table,III-22. If such 
proposals are submitted, mitigation would be applied to 
reduce impacts to recreational settings and opportuni- 
ties. 

- Communication Sites 

Under the proposed plan, expansion of the Black 
Rock Mountain communication site would not be al- 
lowed. A new communication site would be established 
on Seegmiller Mountain. The presence of the Black Rock 
Mountain communication site would continue to moder- 
ately affect the opportunity to experience the natural 
settings in the area. These adverse impacts dissipate 
quickly as the user moves away from the facility. 

- Withdrawals 

Implementation of the proposed plan would result in 
more acreages of withdrawal revocations than current 
management. 

Impacts to existing recreational settings would be 
low from surface-disturbing activities resulting from any 
withdrawal revocation. 

FROM CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Implementation of the proposed plan would desig- 
nate six cultural ACECs, approximately 18,710 acres. In 
almost all cases, ACEC designations would enhance or 
protect sensitive resourcevalues including opportunities 
to enjoy natural settings and view historic and prehistoric 
cultural resources. As such, high beneficial impacts are 
expected for recreational settings and associated oppor- 
tunities. 

FROM WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Implementation of the proposed plan would result in 
continued wildlife management in accordance with the 
six existing HMPs. These plans emphasize species and 
habitats which provide the greatest recreational and 
aesthetic returns including both consumptive and non- 
consumptive use such as desert bighorn sheep, mule 
deer and pronghorn antelope. 

Additional efforts will be made to monitor project 
success, identify limiting habitat factors, and improve 
project maintenance. Emphasis would be placed on 
monitoring to determine habitat potential and provide 
input to Arizona Game and Fish in optimizing wildlife 
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numbers consistent with other resource values. Result- 
ing impacts of enhanced wildlife management could 
provide greater recreational opportunities for viewing or 
hunting users and thereforwould be more beneficial than 
under current management. 

The removal of the bighorn sheep exclosure in the 
Paiute Wilderness will have short-term, adverse impacts 
during the actual removal, but the long-term impacts 
would enhance the natural setting in the wilderness. 

FROM RIPARIAN 

By designating the Virgin River bottomlands as an 
ACEC, impacts on certain recreation opportunities such 
as nature study, hiking, sightseeing, and rafting would be 
primarily beneficial. Adverse impacts to OHV recreation 
would occur from more restrictive OHV designations. 
Any acquisition of private inholdings would ensure public 
access along the river corridor resulting in low-to-moder- 
ate, beneficial impacts to recreation. 

Continuing the mineral withdrawal in the Virgin River 
Gorge, requiring a plan of operations for mineral activities 
outside the gorge, and stipulating no-surface occupancy 
for oil and gas leases within the gorge would help protect 
recreational opportunities associated with a riparian set- 
ting. 

Acquisition of instream water rights would ensure 
continued opportunities for water-related recreation ac- 
tivities, such as rafting and kayaking. 

FROM FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

Fuelwood cutting would occur on small areas (5-10 
acre clear-cuts) within these 739,300 acres. The. small 
areas could moderately compromise recreation oppor- 
tunities for non-woodcutting visitors seeking outdoor 
experiences in semi-primitive settings. This could affect 
15,000 to 30,000 more acres of lands having semi-primi- 
tive settings than current management. 

The proposed plan would, in allowing fuelwood and 
Christmas tree cutting, provide good opportunities to 
those who enjoy these uses as recreational pursuits. 
Fuelwood cutting could occur on 739,300 acres rather 
than the 21,780 acres under current management over 
the life of the plan. 

The proposed plan focuses greater attention on the 
management of woodland products through the use of 

woodland management plans than under current man- 
agement. This, combined with standard operating pro- 
cedures (e.g., issuing permits, signing and monitoring), 
would be beneficial to the preservation of semi-primitive 
and roaded natural settings by ensuring fuelwood cutting 
occurs only in designated areas. At any one time in the 
life of this plan, cutting would occur on an estimated 
1 ,OOO-2,000 acres. 

The planned forest management program would 
have both short-term, adverse impacts and long-term, 
beneficial impacts on aesthetics and recreation values 
and users. Short-term, adverse impacts would result 
from activities such as selective thinning and prescribed 
burns which increase vehicle activity and noise and 
cause visible changes in the forest which in turn ad- 
versely affect the recreational experience of some visi- 
tors who may be in the treatment areas. 

Accomplishment of the planned forest management 
objectives (Table II-l) would over the long-term enhance 
recreational settingsand biological diversity. This should 
enhance the recreational experience of some visitors. 

FROM SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

ACEC designations for special status plants (P. sileri 
and P. bradyi) would close 10,700 acres to OHV use and 
limit 4,200 acres to designated roads and trails. The 
10,700-acre closure in the Marble Canyon ACEC would 
reduce OHV recreational opportunities there. The limited 
to designated roads and trails designation on the Johnson 
Spring, Moonshine, Lost Spring Mountain, and Fort Pierce 
ACECs would reduce OHV opportunities on 4,200 acres. 
The Beaver Dam ACEC (20,800 acres), designated for 
the protection of desert tortoise, would be closed to OHV 
use. 

These closures or restrictions on OHV opportunities 
would benefit those seeking recreation experiences such 
as hiking, nature study or camping away from OHV use 
areas. 

FROM TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS 

Implementation of the proposed plan would prohibit 
new permanent roads within the planning area. If new 
roadsarenecessary, theywould be temporary and would 
be rehabilitated when their usefulness has ended, creat- 
ing beneficial impacts. In areas of special designations, 
some roads may be closed, creating both positive and 
negative impacts. Realignment of the Arkansas Ranch 
Road would be allowed. 
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FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Since 1980, locatable mineral exploration and devel- 
opment activities have caused 750 acres of surface 
disturbance. An additional 1,355 acres could be dis- 
turbed during the life of this plan. 

Exploration would have minor adverse impacts to 
recreation settings and associated opportunities for 
backcountry activities through temporary access con- 
struction, drilling operations and certain reclamation 
operations. Given the generally dispersed nature of 
drilling activities and the limited duration, overall impacts 
to recreation settings are considered minor. 

Mining operations would have moderate, adverse 
impacts to recreational settings and some backcountry 
recreational opportunities such as hiking, camping, or 
viewing natural landscapes. Of the above 1,355 acres, 
approximately 240 acres would be disturbed by the 
actual mining operations. In the immediatevicinity of the 
mine site, backcountry recreational opportunities are 
degraded by construction, operation and ancillary op- 
erations such as hauling or powerlines. Reasonable 
reclamation of mining and exploration activitieswould be 
required after operations have been completed. Such 
facilities contribute to the negative perceptions of visitors 
seeking more primitive recreation experiences that re- 
quire remote settings. On the other hand, temporary 
haul-road development or upgrading may facilitate other 
forms of recreation that do not rely on remoteness, such 
as OHV use or driving for pleasure. The degree to which 
the projected mining or exploration impacts would affect 
opportunities for primitive recreational experiences which 
rely on remoteness is unforeseeable. Throughout the life 
of the plan only a limited number or small percentage of 
the total projected activities could occur in the most 
remote areas of the district. Many of these activities, 
however, are occurring in the vicinity of the Mt. Trumbull 
road and the Kanab plateau, an important recreation area 
associated with Toroweap overlook in Grand Canyon 
National Park. 

In areas of special designations, management focus 
and attention would be designed to protect special sce- 
nic values and remoteness. Impacts from mining and 
exploration would be subject to special stipulations and 
mitigation to prevent long-term or permanent change in 
these sensitive areas. Recreational opportunities that 
depend on remote settings would be protected. 

Under current management, oil and gas activities 
have caused some short-term impacts to recreational 
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settings and backcountry opportunities by causing sur- 
face and vegetation degradation through access con- 
struction, drilling and other associated activities. These 
impacts were caused by 43 oil and gas wells that have 
been drilled since 1909. These impacts are all, however, 
short-term. 

Limited active exploration occurs east of Fredonia in 
an area that is not considered to provide high-value 
backcountry recreational opportunities. Impacts to OHV 
use or hunting from oil and gas activities have been 
minor. However, under current management practices 
the potential exists for recreational opportunities for 
backcountry activities such as hiking, camping, or view- 
ing natural landscapes in higher-value recreation areas 
to be severely degraded during oil and gas exploration or 
development. Current management provides that all oil 
and gas leases contain only standard stipulations which 
may not be enough to prevent impacts to high-quality 
recreation activities. 

Other recreational settings and associated opportu- 
nities would be enhanced and protected by special des- 
ignations which would require leasing restrictions de- 
signed to prevent direct surface disturbance. Specifi- 
cally, leases within the Virgin River Gorge, Kanab Creek 
and Grama Canyon would include no-surface occu- 
pancy lease restrictions to prevent surface impacts, thus 
protecting important scenic and recreational settings. 
Other areas with these stipulations on 30 percent or 
greater slopes are Moccasin Mountain, the Hurricane 
Cliffs, Diamond Butte, upper and lower Grand Wash 
Cliffs, Parashant, Andrus and Dansil canyons. Such 
restrictions indirectly benefit recreationists by protecting 
the physical setting. Appendix 9 describes leasing re- 
strictions. 

Throughout the life of this plan, approximately 415 
acres could be disturbed from oil and gas activities. Most 
of the sensitive recreation areas occur in areas having 
low potential for oil and gas. Assuming that some 
disturbance occurs in more sensitive recreation settings, 
moderate-to-high, adverse impacts to backcountry ac- 
tivities are anticipated. 
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FROM RECREATION RESOURCES 

Recreation management under the proposed plan 
would provide a much greater focus on management 
adjustments and changes to the amount or type of visitor 
use, visitor use patterns, experience opportunities or 
visitor needs than current management. In the long- 
term, such management would be much more respon- 
sive to change, resulting in benefits to visitor experience 
opportunities described in Table 11190, various types of 
activities described in Table III-22 and the settings on 
which these opportunities depend. 

Establishment of the Parashant and Mt. Trumbull 
RCAs as well as the Canyons and Plateaus of the Paria 
RCA, with their associated management prescriptions, 
would focus management on providing and maintaining 
moderate-to-high quality recreational settings on 386,000 
acres. Activity plans for these areas and improvement of 
visitor services are significant actions which would con- 
tribute to more intensive recreation management in these 
areas. 

The remainder of the district would consist of large, 
extensive recreation management areas (ERMAs) with 
overall management direction coming from the guidance 
defined in the plan’s objectivesand guidelines. A portion 
of the district would focus on providing opportunities for 
visitors to engage in a variety of recreational activities 
(Table 111-22) in settings ranging from roaded natural to 
semi-primitive non-motorized. In other remote areas 
within the district, emphasis would be shifted slightly 
towards providing opportunities for various activities 
(Table 111-23) that typically take place in more primitive 
settings. 

Providing a wider variety of recreational opportuni- 
ties in the Virgin River Campground is expected to in- 
crease use by approximately 50 percent, from 62,600 to 
93,900 visitor hours. The transportation/access pre- 
scriptions allowing only temporary upgrading of existing 
roads and new roads on a temporary basis could cause 
short-term, adverse impacts on recreational settings but 
would have beneficial results by maintaining settings 
over the long-term. Upgrading the campground loop 
and access roads would be beneficial to campground 
users. 

Non-motorized recreational opportunities such as 
hiking or backpacking would be improved by the pro- 
posed limited to designated roads and trails OHV desig- 
nation. However, recreationists preferring to use some 
type of motorized vehicle in their recreational pursuits 
would be adversely affected. 

FROM WILD & SCENIC RIVERS 

A portion of the Paria River has been identified as 
suitablefordesignationas a Wild and Scenic River. Virgin 
River segments eligible for study have been assigned 
potential classifications of wild, scenic, and/or recrea- 
tional (Appendix 18). Eligibility for designation or study 
places these rivers under BLM provisions for interim 
management. Under these provisions, management 
would provide greater protection and, where possible, 
enhancement of outstanding and remarkable river val- 
ues. Thefree-flowing characteristics of the river segment 
would not be modified. 

Opportunities to engage in various types of primitive 
recreation activities along those portions of the Paria and 
Virgin rivers classified as wild and/or scenic are both 
regulated and protected by current habitat management 
practices established by wilderness designation and the 
Endanaered Soecies Act. Under interim management 
guidelines, opportunities for recreational activities such 
as rafting and kayaking could be moderately enhanced 
through new developments along segments of the Virgin 
River classified as recreational. Proposed access routes 
and recreation-related developments along the shoreline 
would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Interim 
management guidelines prior to Wild and Scenic River 
designation require that BLM oppose construction of 
impoundments or other flow restrictions under consid- 
eration which could affect segments of the Paria or Virgin 
Rivers. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

Management of OHV use under the proposed plan 
would establish designations throughout the district, 
maintaining or enhancing opportunities for visitors seek- 
ing non-motorized, semi-primitive experiences on 358,600 
acres closed to OHV use. The remaining land is either 
limited to existing roads and trails (1,541,200 acres); lim- 
ited to designated roads and trails (646,800 acres); or 
open (800acres). Thesedistrictwide designationswould 
help maintain semi-primitive and roaded natural settings 
by directing OHV use to roads and trails rather than 
allowing indiscriminate OHV activity. Such designations 
help maintain physical and social settings, which provide 
the basis for recreational opportunities. 

Since there are 5,402 miles of roads and 4-wheel 
drive trails in the district, the proposed plan would only 
slightly affect opportunities for the majority of OHV visi- 
tors to enjoy backcountry driving experiences. The 
impacts would come in areas where some existing roads 
would be closed. 
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The proposed plan would develop OHV manage- 
ment plans and disseminate information regarding OHV 
opportunities and regulations to the public. This is a 
significant and positive change from current manage- 
ment. 

FROM VISUAL RESOURCES 

The proposed plan provides for dassification of 2,000 
additional acres as visual resource management Class I 
over current management. The Virgin River Corridor 
ACEC is classified as VRM Class I. An additional 888,000 
acres are classified as Class II. Travel corridors have 
been classified Class II, affording protection of scenic 
values along proposed scenic and backcountry byways 
and other main access routes. VRM class objectives 
provide management guidelinesfordetermining the type 
and degree of mitigation for proposed projects and de- 

‘. velopments. The addition of Class I and II areas should 
enhance recreational opportunities for visitors seeking 
remoteand primitive recreation experiences. OHV use in 
the Virgin River Corridor ACEC from the mouth of the 
gorge to the Nevada state line could be restricted in this 
classified Class I area. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Land transfers under the proposed plan would cre- 
ate moderate adverse impacts due to removal of these 
lands from public ownership. The public would lose 
recreation opportunities once available on those lands, 
such as sightseeing, OHV use, camping, and gathering 
forest products. Acquisitions would create moderately 
positive benefits to recreational opportunities described 
in Table 111-20, by placing these lands into public owner- 
ship and under the extensive recreation management 
policies of the district. 

Airport grant or lease processing outside specially 
designated areas would assure continued protection of 
recreation settings from airport impacts. Airports would 
create moderate, adverse impacts to visitor experience 
opportunities in the vicinity of these airports. However, 
they also benefit some recreational users. 

Recreational settings could be moderately affected 
by a piecemeal proliferation of communication sites on 
high peaks. Opportunities to experience remote, natural 
settings would be degraded by surface and vegetation 
changes and structures in these areas. Impacts would 
dissipate as users move away from the facilities. 

Management of cultural resources would result in 
positive impacts for most visitors by adding some 18,710 
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acres of ACECs. These designations would enhance 
protection of sensitive values in these areas. 

Wildlifemanagement undertheproposed planwould 
increase hunting and viewing opportunities, creating 
positive impacts for recreation users. 

Riparian management, specifically the Virgin River 
Corridor ACEC designation, would positively affect rec- 
reational settings. Ensuring public access, improving the 
riparian setting, and making the campground available to 
a wider range of users would improve the variety of 
recreational opportunities on 8,100 acres along the river. 
Limiting OHV opportunities to designated roads and 
trails would negatively affect recreation opportunities 
associated with motorized vehicles. 

Fuelwood cutting would compromise other forms of 
non-motorized recreation such as hiking, backpacking, 
or nature study. Activity plans would place greater 
emphasis on woodlands management. This could con- 
tribute significantly to preservation of natural settings and 
associated opportunities. 

For the life of this plan selective ponderosa pine 
thinning, disease control and prescribed burns would 
haveadverse impact to users seeking remote alpine and 
semi-primitive experiences in these areas. Indirect im- 
pacts of thinning operations such as increased access 
would also compromise these uses. 

OHV opportunities would be eliminated from 10,700 
acres along the Marble Canyon rim and 20,800 acres in 
the Beaver Dam ACEC. OHV opportunities would be 
limited to designated roads and trails on 4,200 acres of P. 
sileri habitat in the Johnson Spring, Lost Spring Moun- 
tain, and Moonshine Ridge areas. 

Greater emphasis would be placed on protecting 
and maintaining special scenic values and remoteness 
while managing oil and gas leasing and mineral explora- 
tion in specially designated areas. Indirect impacts 
associated with haul-road development on recreational 
settings and associated opportunities would most likely 
continue throughout the life of the plan, but eventually 
would beeliminated through mitigationand reclamation. 

More restrictive management of OHV use would 
result in enhanced recreational opportunities for most 
users seeking experiences that tend toward the semi- 
primitive and non-motorized end of the recreation spec- 
trum. In addition, designated open OHV areas would 
meet the needs of users near growing communities. 
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Recreational opportunities such as rafting, kayaking, 
and nature study would be enhanced in the lower Virgin 
River area under interim management guidelines effec- 
tive during suitability studies for potential designation as 
a wild and scenic river. River access and improvements 
to areas classified as recreational would be evaluated 
and mitigated in accordance with BLM policies. The 
Virgin River Corridor ACEC, designated as VRM Class I, 
may enhance recreational settings by providing manage- 
ment guidelines for mitigating the visual contrast from 
proposed improvements. Beneficial impacts associated 
with Wild and Scenic Rivers would protect and enhance 
existing remote, backcountry recreational opportunities 
associated with these areas. 

IMPACTS TO 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

- Land Ownership Adjustments 

Land transfers to other ownership underthis alterna- 
tive could have adverse impacts on visual resources on 
25,188 acres. In those areas, R&PP grants or exchanges 
could result in land development, structures, or surface 
disturbances that moderately contrast with existing vis- 
ual quality. 

Additionally, these lands would no longer be subject 
tovisual resource management objectives, as they would 
pass out of federal stewardship. 

Implementation of the proposed plan would result in 
acquisition of 183,400 acres of state and private lands. 
Attempts would also be made to acquire high value 
riparian areas. Impacts resulting from these acquisitions 
would be moderately positive for visual resources in the 
district, as they would be managed under VRM guide- 
lines and objectives. Futuredevelopment activitieswould 
be mitigated to reduce visual impacts by reducing con- 
trasts to blending with the basic form, line, color and 
texture of the affected landscape. This would be devel- 
oped concurrently as part of the NEPA-process, when 
proposed disturbing activities would be analyzed. 

- Airports 

Implementation of the proposed plan would result in 
continued administration of existing airports. New re- 
quests would be considered on a case by case basis. 

Colorado City airport would be expanded in coordination 
with ADOT and the FAA. 

Under the proposed plan, visual resources would be 
degraded in the immediate area of such proposals. The 
basic elements of form, line, color, or texture would be 
permanently change. Therefore, VRM mitigation meas- 
ures would not be effective in reducing these impacts. 
Realistically, few proposalsare expected throughout the 
life of the plan, so moderate-to-high, adverse impacts to 
VRM are not expected. 

- Communication Sites 

The establishment of a new communication site on 
Seegmiller Mountain would result in moderate, adverse 
visual impacts at the site. There is already access to the 
site. 

- Rights-of-Way Corridors 

Designating an additional right-of-way corridor via 
the Lime Kiln/Rosy Canyon route could have moderate 
to highly significant adverse impacts to visual resources 
along a ‘IO-mile strip depending on the type of use in the 
corridor. An underground line and associated mainte- 
nance road would produce moderately adverse changes 
in color and texture. An aboveground electric transmis- 
sion line and its maintenance road would produce changes 
in line, color, and texture that would range from moderate 
to highly adverse, depending on the size of the line and 
the type of mitigation used. Adverse impacts would 
affect 276,000 acres of Class I; 838,000 acres of Class II; 
528,000 acres of Class III; and 1,481,OOO acres of Class IV 
areas. The significance of the impacts would vary with 
theVRM class, with Class I being most adversely affected 
and Class IV, the least. 

FROM WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

Implementation of the proposed plan is not antici- 
pated to have significant adverse impacts to the visual 
resources on thedistrict asa whole. However, minor site- 
specific impacts could occur as a result of construction 
of various projects identified in HMPs. Such impacts can 
usually be mitigated to acceptable levels of contrast, 
using basic VRM techniques. Mitigation of site-specific 
impacts would be identified during the NEPA-process. 

FROM RIPARIAN 

Classifying 8,100 acres as VRM Class I in the Virgin 
River Corridor ACEC would have a moderately beneficial 
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impact on visual resources by ensuring that the existing 
scenic quality along the river would not becompromised. 

FROM FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

Green fuelwood cutting on up to 739,300 acres and 
cutting ofdead-and-down wood could eventually change 
the existing form, line, color and texture in the cutting 
areas by removing trees. The visual contrast brought 
about by such a change would primarily affect VRM Class 
III and IV areas. The expected contrasts would not be 
significant in these classes--where visual changes are 
generally more acceptable. However, any changes in 
Class II areas could adversely affect visual resources to 
a moderate degree. Management of travel corridors 
along primary travel routes in the district would benefit 
visual resources by ensuring that fuelwood cutting areas 
remain outside the corridors identified for these routes. 
This would have a greater beneficial impact than current 
management, since primary travel routes would be in- 
cluded. 

Christmas tree cutting throughout the pinyon-juniper 
woodlands of the district (exclusive of wilderness) would 
not adversely affect visual resources, 

Standard operating procedures (issuing permits, 
signing and monitoring) would contribute to maintaining 
visual quality in areas not designated forwoodland prod- 
uct use by limiting fuelwood cutting in only designated 
areas. 

The planned forest management program would 
have both short-term, adverse impacts and long-term, 
beneficial impacts on aesthetics and recreation values 
and users. Short-term, adverse impacts would result 
from activities such as selective thinning and prescribed 
burns which increase vehicle activity and noise and 
cause visible changes in the forest. These in turn ad- 
versely affect the recreational experience of some visi- 
tors who may be in the treatment areas. 

Accomplishment of the planned forest management 
objectives (Table II-l) would, over the long-term, en- 
hance recreational settings where forest conditions are 
stagnant and biological diversity is lacking. This should 
enhance the recreational experience of some visitors. 

FROM TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS 

Implementation of the proposed plan would result in 
maintenance of existing access and provide new access 

where needed to support resource management pro- 
grams. No permanent roads would be allowed in areas 
of special designations. However, realignment of the 
Arkansas Ranch Road would be allowed. 

During the life of the plan, relatively few new roads 
are anticipated to be needed for resource management. 
Those few impacts that could result are anticipated to be 
relatively minor, and mitigation would be used to reduce 
visual contrast associated with access development. 
Overall, impacts are anticipated to be minor. 

Impacts from the proposed plan to areas with special 
designations are anticipated to be moderately adverse, 
because of the sensitive resource values. However, 
since no permanent access would be allowed, negative 
impacts to visual resources would be considered tempo- 
rary, and no long-term or irreversable impacts would 
occur. No permanent changes in social settings or the 
remoteness criteria in this area would occur and the 
natural setting as it is now would ultimately be main- 
tained. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Locatable mineral exploration and development 
activities have created temporary adverse impacts to 
VRM classes I-V. These impacts create or cause varying 
degrees of acceptable or unacceptable visual contrasts 
depending on the sensitivity levels of the VRM class. 
Since 1980, onlytwo mining activities have taken place in 
Class I VRM areas. As a result, in the immediate area of 
impact, these visual classes have been temporarily de- 
graded to Class V VRM areas. 

It is reasonable to assume throughout the life of this 
plan, that at least three or more Class I, high-sensitivity 
areaswould betemporarilydegraded,from miningactivi- 
ties. Short-term impacts from exploration or develop- 
ment may cause temporary levels of visual impacts in 
higher-level scenery classes. Given the mandatory rec- 
lamation requirement of this program, however, no sig- 
nificant long-term impacts to visual resources are antici- 
pated. 

Areas of special designations could incur moder- 
ately adverse impacts during mining and exploration. 
Haul roads or powerline development associated with 
mining activities would also affect these areas. These 
ancillary activities would create visual contrasts in the 
VRM classes. As a result of increased management 
focus and attention, however, high-value scenic areas 
would be subject to special stipulations and mitigation 
designed to protect the scenic quality. 
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This alternative would cause beneficial impacts to 
visual resources in certain areas by designating the 
Virgin River Gorge, Kanab Creek, and Grama Canyon as 
no-surface occupancy to leasable minerals. No-surface 
occupancy on slopes of greater than 30 percent for 
Moccasin Mountain, Hurricane Cliffs, Upper and Lower 
Grand Wash Cliffs, Dansil, Andrus, and Parashant Can- 
yons would also benefit visual resources. There could be 
low-to-moderate, adverse impacts to visual resources in 
other areas where no special stipulations exist to protect 
scenic values, Reclamation would heal scars with time. 

FROM RECREATION RESOURCES 

Recreation management under the proposed plan 
would focus on maintaining or enhancing a variety of 
physical and social settings within the district. As such, 
management of the particular details of the physical 
setting, i.e., the noticeability of developments and other 
man-induced changes, would be a more important con- 
sideration in day-to-day management. Visual resources, 
as a component of physical settings, would receive 
greater management than under current management, 
which could contribute to the long-term maintenance of 
visual quality. 

Management prescriptions proposed for the Par- 
ashant, Mt. Trumbull, and the Canyons and Plateaus of 
the Pari RCAs would significantly benefit the mainte- 
nance of Jisual quality in these areas by virtue of the 
constraints placed on development. 

FROM WILD & SCENIC RIVERS 

TheVirgin Riverfrom the campground tothe Nevada 
state line has been proposed for study as recreational 
under the provisions of the Wild and Scenic River Act. 
Interim management guidelines allow for review of pro- 
posed improvements and increased accessibility to the 
river. Developments, even with mitigation, would fail to 
meet objectives for VRM Class I areas. Developments 
may adversely affect the form, line, color, and texture of 
the site, eventually requiring change in VRM classifica- 
tion. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

The districtwide OHV designations would provide 
greater protection to visual quality on 93,OOOacres closed 
to OHV use (in addition to 265,600 acres already closed 
by wilderness designation). The remaining land is either 
limited to existing roads and trails (1,541,200 acres): lim- 
ited to designated roads and trails (646,800 acres); or 
open (800 acres). The designations would contribute to 

the protection of visual quality by directing OHV use to 
roads, trails and open areas rather than allowing indis- 
criminate OHV activity. Such designations contribute to 
the protection of visual resources by controlling OHV use 
in areas as one possible source of visual contrast. 

Visual quality on public lands in the Fredonia open 
area could be highly affected by intensive use; however, 
by providing open areas, the potential for impacts to 
visual resources on adjacent lands could decrease to a 
moderate degree. 

FROM VISUAL RESOURCES 

Classification of 751,400 additional acres as VRM 
Class I and II over those described under current man- 
agement would enhance the scenic quality of these 
areas. Management focus would be toward preserving 
scenic values and monitoring visually sensitive areas, 
with specific guidelines for mitigation. Travel corridors 
would be managed as VRM Class II and would be af- 
forded a greater degree of protection from changes. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Land transfers would result in 25,188 acres that 
would not be managed under VRM objectives. Adverse 
impacts to visual resources could occur when areas are 
transferred for development purposes. Positive impacts 
could occur if transfers resulted in an R&PP grant for the 
development of a park for recreation. 

Acquisitions would result in beneficial impacts as 
acquired landswould be managed underVRM objectives 
and guidelines. 

Grants or leases for airport use would only be al- 
lowed outside specially designated areas. Visual re- 
sources would be degraded in the immediate area of 
these facilities. No such requests for airport facilities 
would be considered within these special areas. 

The Lime Kiln/Rosy Canyon right-of-way corridor 
could have moderate-to-high, adverse impacts to visual 
resources depending on the visual resource manage- 
ment class, sensitivities, and mitigation measures. 

Wildlife management would create minor, site-spe- 
cific adverse impacts associated with limited project 
construction identified in the HMPs. 

A Class I VRM classification in the Virgin River Corri- 
dor ACEC would have beneficial impacts on 8,100 acres 
by ensuring that the existing scenic quality is maintained. 

IV-26 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The Virgin River Corridor ACEC could be affected by 
developments in segments classified as recreational under 
the provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Signifi- 
cant developments could require site-specific changes 
to VRM classifications. The 751,400 additional acres 
added to the VRM Classes I and II would afford greater 
protection of scenic values. 

Forest management would improve the diversity of 
vegetation and health of the ponderosa pine, enhancing 
visual quality. 

Transportation management would create only mi- 
nor adverse impacts to visual resources given the few 
roads anticipated for resource management. Impacts to 
specially designated areas as a result of road construc- 
tion would be moderately adverse given the higher sce- 
nicvalues of these areas; however, only temporary roads 
would be allowed. 

High quality scenic values would be maintained by 
use of no-surface occupancy stipulations in leases and 
authorizations. Visual resource management would be 
enhanced as more acres are placed in higher scenic and 
sensitivity classes. 

IMPACTS TO WILDERNESS 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

- Communication Sites 

Implementation of the proposed plan would disallow 
expansion of the Black Rock Mountain communication 
site and establish a new communication site on Seegmiller 
Mountain outside of wilderness. The presence of the 
Black Rock Mountain communication site would con- 
tinue to moderately affect user opportunities to experi- 
ence the natural settings in the area. These adverse 
impacts dissipate quickly as the user moves away from 
the facility. The proposed plan would prevent further 
impact to wilderness values in the Black Rock Mountain 
area of the Paiute Wilderness Area. 

FROM WILD f SCENIC RIVERS 

A portion of the Paria River has been identified as 
suitable for national designation as a Wild and Scenic 
River. Virgin River segments eligible for study have been 
assigned potential classifications of wild, scenic, and/or 
recreational (Appendix 18). Eligibility for designation or 

IV-27 

study places these rivers under BLM provisions for in- 
terim management. Under these provisions, manage- 
ment would provide greater protection and, where pos- 
sible, enhancement of outstanding and remarkable river 
values. The free-flowing characteristics of the river seg- 
ment would not be modified. Designation would provide 
long-term benefits to wilderness. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Prohibiting expansion of the Black Rock Mountain 
communication site and designating the Paria and Virgin 
rivers as wild and scenic would provide long-term bene- 
fits to wilderness. 

IMPACTS TO 
TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS 

FROM ACQUISITIONS 

Acquisition of up to 161,800 acres of state land and 
21,600 acres of private land would eliminate the need to 
acquire easements and would have both short- and long- 
term beneficial impacts. 

FROM CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, selected roads within areas 
designated as ACECs may be closed or use limited to 
designated roads and trails to protect cultural values. 
This could adversely impact the public who may desire 
to travel into or through one of these areas. 

FROM SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Under the proposed plan, selected roads within areas 
designated as ACECs may be either closed, or limited to 
designated roads and trails to protect special status 
species. This could adversely affect travelers going into 
or through one of these areas. 

FROM TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS 

To help maintain the naturalness and remotenessof 
the area, new permanent roads would not be allowed. A 
new road may be allowed for a particular project, but 
when the project is completed, the road would be closed 
and rehabilitated. Other roads not needed for resource 
management may be closed, causing an adverse impact 
to access. 
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Acquisition of easements (Appendix 21) across pri- 
vate or state lands would gain legal access on roads, 
creating a positive impact. 

FROM RECREATION RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, access within the Mt. 
Trumbull, Parashant, and Paria Plateau RCAs would be 
limited to designated roads and trails. For those visitors 
who like additional flexibility to use 4-wheelers, etc., off 
the designated roads, there could be an adverse impact. 
Permanent new roads would not be allowed causing 
further restrictions for some users. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

Designating the entire district as either open, limited 
to existing roads and trails or to designated roads and 
trails, or closed would place new restrictions on access 
and adversely affect OHV users. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Currently the district has 5,402 miles of roads and 4- 
wheel drive trails. Since 1980, approximately 140 miles of 
new access have been added in conjunction with locat- 
able mineral resource exploration. In addition, 32 miles 
of road have been upgraded and four miles constructed 
for mine development (Map 111-8). 

All 176 miles of the existing mining-related access 
would be reclaimed by the company or claimant respon- 
sible for the disturbance once exploration or develop- 
ment has been completed. These roads are all relatively 
short, narrow spur roads originating from existing roads. 
Impacts to transportation and access from these roads 
are minor and short-term. Road upgrades and new 
construction associated with mine development have a 
greater impact to transportation and access than current 
roads as these roads are wider and provide all-weather 
access to many areas. 

Over the life of the plan, temporary access associ- 
ated with exploration could result in approximately 255 
miles of additional roads. Approximately 60 additional 
miles of roads could be upgraded and seven miles of new 
roads could be constructed in association with mine 
development. 

New access not needed for public purposes and 
BLM programs would be fully reclaimed once mining has 
stopped. In some cases upgraded roads would be 
restored to their previous condition. Roads upgraded or 

constructed in conjunction with mine developmentwould 
be used for approximately ten years for each mine site. 

No new permanent roads have been built in associa- 
tion with oil and gas exploration activity within the district. 
Though some 43 exploration wells have been drilled in 
the area, all pads and roads to them have or will be 
reclaimed following cessation of exploration or develop- 
ment activities. Approximately 415 acres of disturbance 
are projected from oil and gas exploration and develop- 
ment in the district over the life of the plan. This acreage 
figure includes new temporary access. Approximately 
one mile of new road is projected for each well location. 
For the 52 exploration and production wells which may 
bedrilled overthe life of the plan, approximately52 miles 
of new temporary access road would be required. These 
roadswould be reclaimed following completion of opera- 
tions on the well pad and would, therefore, have no 
significant effect on transportation or access. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Under the proposed plan, access to certain areas 
within the district may be more restricted than with 
current management. OHV designation, RCAs, and 
ACECs would all further restrict vehicle use causing 
some negative impacts. Newly constructed permanent 
access would not be allowed and some existing roads 
may be closed, causing a negative impact to access. 

Acquisition of state and private lands along with 
other identified easementswould benefit access on many 
important roads where legal access does not occur at 
present. 
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IMPACTS TO SOCIO- 
ECONOMIC RESOURCES 

FROM LAND RESOURCES 

- Land Ownership Adjustments 

Land disposals underthe proposed plan could trans- 
fer 7,405 acres of public lands out of federal stewardship. 
If these lands were sold rather than exchanged, the sale 
of these lands would have a positive economic impact to 
the counties by increasing their tax base. The sale would 
also generate revenue for the federal government. 

These same 7,405 acres plus an additional 17,788 
acres would also be available for exchange or convey- 
ance at low cost to cities or counties under the Recrea- 
tion and Public Purooses Act, if public interest is shown. 
This act allows local governments to purchase or lease 
lands at a reduced cost if for a public purpose. Ex- 
changes are also required to be in the public interest. A 
beneficial economic or social impact would be realized 
by these disposals. Site-specific EAs would identify 
specific impacts. 

Acquisition of 161,800 acres of state land and 21,600 
acres of private land including the subsurface estate 
where BLM manages the surface would create a more 
solid block of public lands for the BLM to manage. Both 
economically and socially this would be a beneficial 
impact due to reduced management costs. These lands 
could also be opened to development under the mineral 
location and leasing laws possibly creating a beneficial 
economic impact to both the public and federal govern- 
ment. A loss of tax base when private land is acquired 
would adversely affect the counties. Site-specific No- 
tices of Realty Actions (NORAs) and EAs would deter- 
mine specific impacts. 

- Communication Sites 

By encouraging new communication sites on 
Seegmiller Mountain and not allowing new sites on Black 
Rock or Moccasin mountains, a company needing a 
communication site may need to spend more on access 
to Seegmiller Mountain to obtain the same or less com- 
munication coverage astheycould obtain on Black Rock 
Mountain. This could be an adverse economic impact. 
Any user requiring electric power would benefit from the 
Seegmiller location since power is in much closer prox- 
imity. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

- Rights-of-Way Corridors 

The designation of right-of-way corridors across the 
district would have positive economical and social im- 
pacts. Economically, the right-of-way corridors would be 
designated by this RMP/EIS and could save the cost of 
extensive EAs and detailed ElSs should a proposal be 
made. Socially, the time saved for this assessment 
(approximatelyoneyear) would be beneficial to the com- 
pany applying for the right-of-way, the public and the 
BLM. 

FROM CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Designation of 227,000 acres of the Plateaus and 
Canyons of the Paria as an RCA, and 9,800 acres of Lost 
Spring Mountain and 5,500 acres of Yellowstone Mesa 
(Moonshine Ridge) as ACECs would close these areas to 
post cutting and firewood gathering. Since these areas 
are currently used for this purpose, other possibly more 
remote areas would need to be utilized, creating an 
adverse economic and social impact to the public. A 
proposed airport in the Ferry Swale area may not be 
allowed under this alternative, creating additional costs 
and difficulty for the developers to study other sites. 

OHV use would be limited within the Canyons and 
Plateaus of the Paria RCAas it would be in the ACECs and 
other RCAs. This restriction would be an adverse social 
impact to users seeking motorized recreation pursuits. 

FROM SPECIAL STATUS ANIMALS 

Prescriptions for ACECs which limit land actions 
such as disposals, rights-of-way, and exchanges in the 
Littlefield/Beaver Dam area for the protection of the 
desert tortoise, riparian habitat, and native Virgin River 
fishes could have an adverse social and economic im- 
pact on the growth potential of the area. Community ex- 
pansion could be restricted and made more expensive 
from tortoise recovery needs, ACEC designations, and 
management prescriptions. 

FROM FOREST/WOODLAND 
RESOURCES 

The designation of cutting areas for commercial and 
personal firewood would have a positive economic and 
social impact. These areas would be specially selected 
for their tree size, road conditions and distance from 
communities and paved roads. Some areas currently 
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used by woodcutters in Lost Spring Mountain, Yellow- 
stone Mesa, and Paria Plateau would be closed to such 
uses if they are designated as ACECs or PICAS. The 
proposed woodcutting areas selected to replace these 
areas are farther from communities. This would be an 
adverse economic impact to residents. 

Designations of personal and commercial cutting 
areas will require commercial cutters to travel farther and 
incur more expense to harvest products. Personal users 
would not have to compete with commercial harvesters 
for products closer to communities. 

Opportunities could be lost from the standpoint of 
commercial forestry, timber harvest and secondary benefits 
to local businesses and workers in the forest products 
industry. Although management programs may include 
ecologically sound and carefully managed silvicultural 
practices that would make some wood products avail- 
able for public or commercial use, the proposed forest 
management is directed toward the enhancement of 
other multiple uses rather than commercial forestry, 
timber managementor providing large quantitiesofwood 
products. Positive impacts are involved from the stand- 
point of recreation users because aestheticsand natural- 
ness would be maintained. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Continuation of present management would keep 
most of the district open to mineral exploration with the 
exception of withdrawn areas. Economic impacts from 
mineral exploration and production have a positive im- 
pact on local economies. It is estimated that uranium 
mining adds about $50 million a year to these economies 
and also increases local and state tax bases. 

Mining pays the highest weekly earning of any 
employment sector in the affected counties but accounts 
for only 1 to 2 percent of the local county employment. 

Mining activities have not resulted in large influxes of 
new people moving into the area. Using mostly local 
residents for employment has not added stress to the 
existing socio-cultural structure or stress on existing 
support services such as hospitals, schools and police. 

ACEC designations would raise costs by requiring a 
plan of operations for all disturbance resulting from 
operations greater than casual use. Areas closed to OHV 
use could also create negative economic impacts. 

Potential positive socio-economic impacts of oil and 
gas leasing or potential development would slightly diminish 

based on seasonal and surface occupancy restrictions. 
Exploration or production would be more costly in the 
restricted areas. Marginal exploration targets may not be 
fully explored. 

Meeting special designation management prescrip- 
tions could limit the disposal of mineral materials from 
desirable locations near projects. This could have a 
negative economic impact on applicants because of 
additional hauling distance for material. 

FROM RECREATION RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, long-term camping would 
be allowed in the Virgin River Campground. This would 
be a beneficial social impact to winter visitors who would 
like to stay longer than the 14-day limit and at the same 
time permit better utilization ofthe campground facilities. 
The campground is located within the Virgin River ACEC 
and would provide for this special type of visitor use. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Designating the Parashant area as an RCA would 
have beneficial social and economic impacts. An RCA 
would provide a variety of multiple uses while ensuring 
that the natural values are not impaired. Allowing permit- 
tees to use areas while their allotments are rested would 
be beneficial to them because they would not have to 
reduce their operations. 

FROM OHV DESIGNATIONS 

Designating the entire district as either open, limited 
to designated roads and trails or to existing roads and 
trails, or closed, would place new restrictions on OHV 
enthusiasts. Many areas used as open or limited to 
existing roads and trails could be further restricted. An 
adverse social impact would result from closing existing 
open areas to the public. 

CONCLiJSlONS 

Identified lands could be transferred at low cost to 
city or county governments under the Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act for public purposes and benefits. 

Acquisition of state and private lands facilitates man- 
agement of public lands and enhance resource values. 

Restricting communication sites on Black Rock 
Mountain could cause additional costs and limit commu- 
nication coverage in some areas. 
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Designating a one mile wide right-of-way corridor 
across the majority of the district would save time and 
money for the public and the BLM in processing applica- 
tions because analysis of the corridor would have been 
covered in this RMP/EIS. Adverse economic impacts 
could result from the added cost to analyze, construct 
and maintain a right-of-way through desert tortoise habi- 
tat where a corridor would not be designated. 

Designating certain areas as RCAs and ACECs could 
restrict timber harvest, firewood gathering, and post 
cutting as well as OHV use, creating an economic hard- 
ship. Socially, the public could benefit through additional 
resource protection and multiple-use. 

To protect the desert tortoise, the endangered wcundfin 
minnow, the Virgin River chub, other native fishes of the 
Virgin River, and riparian habitat, certain realty and min- 
eralsactions may belimited or restricted in the Littlefield/ 
Beaver Dam area causing an adverse social and eco- 
nomic impact. 

Certain areas may be designated for commercial 
and personal firewood and post cutting based on dis- 
tance and condition of roads from communities creating 
a beneficial impact. Commercial cutters would incur 
more expense to travel to designated commercial cutting 
areas. 

Large scale harvest of ponderosa pine would not be 
allowed and the potential for significant economic bene- 
fits of timber harvest lost. 

Meeting special designation prescriptions could limit 
the sale of mineral materials from desirable locations 
creating a moderately negative economic impact. 

Restrictions brought about by special management 
prescriptions could add higher costs to exploration and 
mining of locatable minerals. 

The Virgin River Campground would permit long- 
term camping for winter visitors. 

The Parashen? RCA would provide resource protec- 
tion while encouraging visitor use, creating a positive 
social impact. Timber harvest for commercial purposes 
would not be allowed on the Mt. Trumbull RCA causing a 
negative economic impact. 

Districtwide designations for OHV use would restrict 
OHV enthusiasts to certain areas, causing a negative 
social impact. 

IMPACTS TO 
ADJOINING LANDS 

Adjoining landsaddressed in this section are admini- 
stered bythe National Park Service, Forest Service, State 
of Arizona, Kaibab-Paiute Tribe and private landowners. 

FROM IAND RESOURCES 

Private or state land acquisitions near or adjacent to 
National Park Service-administered land (Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area, Grand Canyon National Park, 
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, and Pipe Springs 
National Monument) and Kaibab National Forest could 
have a beneficial impact on these agency management 
programs. BLM’s management would generally be more 
consistent and complement these agency goals and 
objectives. Private or state land management is often 
directed toward generating revenue, with little concern 
for non-consumptive values. 

Acquisition of state land could also have a beneficial 
impact on State of Arizona land management programs 
by reducing scattered land holdings with associated 
management costs. Consolidated lands could increase 
revenue for the school system. 

Private landowners may be negatively affected if they 
hold leases on adjoining state lands acquired by the 
federal government because of stricter management. A 
positive impact would be working with only one land 
management agency after the exchange. 

State, Indian, and private lands located around com- 
munities such as Fredonia, Colorado City, Littlefield, and 
Beaver Dam are used primarily for agricultural, residen- 
tial, and commercial development. As communities 
grow, the land needs for public purposes such as parks, 
schools, airports, and rights-of-way on and across public 
land will increase. The RMP generally provides for this 
need, but disposal would be subject to environmental 
review. 

Acquired lands woufd be managed similarly to the 
adjoining BLM-administered lands. Before approval of 
any surface-disturbing activities on these lands an EA 
would be prepared, and special construction and recla- 
mation stipulations (Appendix 5) applied. 

Most land disposals (exchanges, sales, R&PP leases/ 
sales, etc.) would not be near or have any direct adverse 
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impact on adjoining National Park Service- or Forest 
Service-administered land. Approval of disposal actions 
is subject to the completion of EAs. Lands identified for 
disposal are primarily located near or in expanding 
communities like Colorado City, Fredonia, and Littlefield, 
Arizona. 

Airport leases that are currently valid would remain in 
effect. The small runway in Toroweap Valley would 
continue to be used. It is mostly used by Grand Canyon 
National Park rangers to facilitate management of this 
remote area. The Whitmore, Cliff Dwellers, and Marble 
Canyon landing strips would continue to be used. Land- 
ing strip impacts would be to the naturalness and solitude 
of the area caused by intermittent aircraft landings. 

The proposed utility corridors only affect National 
Park Service land in the Ferry Swale area. The corridor 
would be l/2-mile-wide in this area and would comple- 
ment the corridor identified in the Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area plan. Applications for large utility lines 
would be restricted to this corridor. Smaller, individual 
lines would be placed underground if practical. These 
actions would help protect the visual integrity of the area 
and have a positive impact on the Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. 

increasing the width of the current Navajo-McCuii- 
ough utility corridor from 2,000 feet to 1 -mile-wide is not 
anticipated to have any significant adverse impact on the 
Kaibab National Forest. In the right-of-way approval 
process, which is subject to the completion of an EA, 
stipulations could be added to the permit to protect the 
values on the Kaibab National Forest lands. 

Establishment of utility corridorswould affect private 
and state land within the corridor. Powerlines often 
decrease thevalue of land and restrict some uses. Most 
of the private and state land found within the proposed 
corridors are used for livestock grazing. These impacts 
are partially mitigated by monetary compensation. 

FROM MINERAL RESOURCES 

Most of the land near the boundaries between BLM 
and other agencies is open to locatable mineral develop- 
ment. Exceptions are areas having mineral withdrawals, 
such as the Grand Canyon Game Preserve; Vermillion 
Cliffs Natural Area; and theKanab Creek, Mt. Logan, and 
Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs Wilderness Areas. Ap- 
proximately 40 miles of BLM land adjacent to National 
Park Service-administered land and 20 miles adjacent to 
Kaibab National Forest are closed to mineral develop- 
ment. 

Locatable mineral development could cause indirect 
adverse impacts to National Park Service- and Forest 
Service-managed land to the extent that exploration or 
development occurred near these lands. Impacts are 
generallythose resulting from upgrading or construction 
of large all-weather access in areas adjacent to remote 
backcountry areas of the park. Such access tends to 
temporarily change established use patterns on lands 
adjacent to the National Park Service land and in some 
cases use patterns. Land uses that could change are 
recreation, unauthorized woodcutting, sightseeing, and 
cultural or project vandalism. 

Most of the impacts associated with projected min- 
eral exploration and development are short-term and 
temporary. Development associated with exploration or 
mining must be rehabilitated when operations cease. In 
addition to the regulatory mandates for reclamation, the 
special reclamation requirements specified in Appendix 
5 would apply. The temporary nature of existing mining 
operations and reclamation stipulations would reduce 
the magnitude of impact to National Park Service land. 

Adverse impacts from mineral development near 
National Park Service land are not projected to exceed 
any statutory thresholds for air or water. If approaching 
these levels of significance, impacts would be mitigated 
below any adverse threshold level. 

Minor short-term impacts to natural settings on Na- 
tional Park Service and Forest Service land may include 
fugitive dust from haul traffic, night lights from mine 
yards, and noise impacts from heavy equipment. Night 
lights from yard lamps can be hooded to minimize im- 
pacts to outside areas. Noise impacts generally dissi- 
pate short distances from the mine, depending on the 
origin of the sound, decibel levels and the topography 
and vegetation of the area. 

Visual management will further guide or mitigate 
potential adverse visual impacts to adjoining lands. 
Approximately 22 miles of public land adjacent to Na- 
tional Park Service land would be managed according to 
VRM Class I guidelines, and 75 miles according to VRM 
Class II guidelines. Managing land under these guide- 
lines would help maintain the naturalness of the area. 

Exploration and development of salable minerals 
near oradjacent toadjoining lands arediscretionary. No 
developments of these minerals would be allowed if they 
would have significant adverse long-term impacts. 

There is little possibility of significant development of 
leasable mineral resources near or adjacent to National 
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Park or Forest Service land due to low resource potential. 
No significant adverse impactsareanticipated during the 
life of this plan. Further, seasonal restrictions would be 
added to all leases or APDs to eliminate oil and gas 
activity in critical periods to protect bighorn sheep and 
peregrine falcon during breeding seasons. Such sea- 
sonal restrictionswould complement National Park Serv- 
ice and Forest Service management and eliminate im- 
pacts to recreational users during high use periods. 

Approximately 170 miles of boundary along National 
Park Service lands are subject to seasonal restrictions to 
protect peregrine falcon and desert bighorn sheep. 
Additionally, thereare no surface occupancy stipulations 
on 16 miles of land adjacent to park boundaries. 

Encouraging mineral development on adjoining public 
lands could have beneficial economic impacts to state or 
private lands as exploration and development (with 
appropriate lease arrangements) could extend beyond 
public land boundaries. Applications for exploration and 
development of the federal mineral estate in those areas 
overlain by non-federal surface estate could be filed with 
the Bureau. Prior to BLM approval, an agreement would 
have to be reached between the surface owner and 
applicant waiving compensation for damages to surface 
improvements or a bond would be required to be se- 
cured by the applicant to cover the cost of damages to 
any surface improvements and reclamation. 

Most private lands near Fredonia, Colorado City, 
Mount Trumbull and some scattered parcels throughout 
the Arizona Strip (except patented railroad lands) have 
minerals reserved by the federal government. Since 
these patents came about through the Stock Raisinq 
Homestead Act, these minerals are subject to claim 
under the 1872 Minina Law. This allows any qualified 
person to locate a mining claim for reserved minerals and 
prospect, providing the claimant does not injure, dam- 
age, or destroy permanent improvements and compen- 
sates the surface owner for damages to crops or for the 
value of the land for grazing. 

FROM SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

Over 50 percent of the BLM border with the National 
ParkService is included in special management designa- 
tions. Designations include an ACEC, RCAs, wilderness 
areas, natural area and a game preserve. The purpose of 
these designations is to give management emphasis and 
resource protection to special resource values. These 
designations would have a positive impact on National 
Park Service-administered land due to the proposed, 
more restrictive management. 

ACEC designation from lower House Rock Valley to 
the Navajo Bridge would help protect Pediocactus bradyi, 
an endangered species. Any activity in this area must be 
compatible with the goal of protecting the speciesas 
defined in the Endanaered Soecies Act. RCA designa- 
tions would complement the National Park Service and 
Forest Service management strategies in the remote 
backcountry settings. Beneficial impacts would result 
from development of a coordinated activity plan, efforts 
to acquire all private and state lands in the area and to 
restrict land disposal. Proposed rights-of-way would be 
screened or placed underground where feasible; surface 
disturbance would be subject to special reclamation 
stipulations identified in Appendix 5; recreation use and 
opportunities would remain dispersed and unregulated; 
and minimum signing for public safety and recreation 
purposes would be allowed. These efforts would com- 
plement adjoining land management by reducing visual 
impacts associated with developments and maintaining 
the relatively remote character of the RCA. 

Designation of the Canyons and Plateaus of the Paria 
as an RCA would affect approximately 18 miles of bound- 
ary between the Kaibab National Forest and the BLM. 
This should have a beneficial impact to Forest Service 
management. Beneficial management prescriptions 
include acquisition of private and state inholdings; bans 
on salable mineral development; increased emphasis on 
cultural resource monitoring plans and inventory; in- 
creased signing for interpretation and safety needs for 
recreational users; management direction for grazing 
activities would be to maintain the area in good-to- 
excellent ecological condition; all access not designated 
as open would be closed; and the area would be man- 
aged under VRM Class II guidelines for protection of 
visual resources. 

Some state lands within ACECs and RCAs are pro- 
posed for exchange. If these lands are not acquired, 
slight negative impacts could occur to state land man- 
agement due to more restrictive management prescrip- 
tions on public lands. 

Special designations and stipulations established by 
this resource management plan would place greater 
restrictions on public land surfacedisturbing activities. 
In addition, stipulations protecting plants and animals 
that are listed under the Endanaered Species Act would 
further restrict activities that could harm or otherwise 
jeopardizethespeciesinvolved. Theseconstraintswould 
require more time and expenditures to analyze proposals 
and approve applications. These restrictions could place 
greater local government emphasis on utilizing private 
land to meet community growth and public demands. 
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FROM CULTURAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

Enhanced cultural resource management objectives 
under the RMP should have a positive impact on adjoin- 
ing land managing agencies; beneficial impacts would 
result from the designation of cultural properties for 
public use in areas adjacent or near other public land. 
Such cultural properties, with theirviewing opportunities, 
would complement and enhance visitor experiences in 
the area and expand public understanding of cultural 
values. Further, activities would be restricted in these 
areas if they are not compatible with the special cultural 
designations. 

FROM SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Land ownership adjustments that could affect en- 
dangered species such as the desert tortoise or their 
habitats would be subject to FWS consultation and miti- 
gation. Mitigation could have a negative impact to state 
or private lands where the private owner or state is 
pursuing an exchange. Community expansion needs in 
the Beaver Dam/Littlefield area may go unmet due to 
conflicts with desert tortoise habitat protection. 

FROM WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

Enhanced management attention to critical and 
sensitive watershed areas would cause minor beneficial 
impactstoadjoining landowners, particularly if theirlands 
are located downstream in the watershed. Reduced 
sediment loading and runoff to the Colorado River and 
associated drainages could be a positive impact on 
National Park Service resource values. 

Acquisition of water rights on springs and instream 
flows could adversely affect development on private, 
state and Indian land because the water filed upon would 
not be available for their uses. 

Unfenced intermingled private and state land condi- 
tions would benefit from the proposed watershed man- 
agement program which is designed to improve and 
protect the soil, water and air, resources. 

FROM RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT 

Continued management focus on the riparian areas 
in Paria Canyon and Kanab Creek would complement 
and enhance visitor experiences in the wilderness areas 
and adjacent National Park Service and Forest Service 

land. Increased management attention would ensure 
that current riparian values are not degraded by present 
grazing practices and recreation use. 

Values on private and state lands along the Virgin 
River would be protected by designating the Virgin River 
Corridor as an ACEC and management prescriptions 
that protect the existing natural conditions. 

FROM WOODLAND/FOREST 
MANAGEMENT 

Woodland harvest (commercial and private) would 
be restricted in areas being managed as VRM Class II 
unless other resource values would be enhanced. No 
harvest is allowed in VRM Class I areas (wilderness). 
These restrictionsapply to approximately 100 miles along 
the National Park Service boundary and 65 miles of 
Forest Service boundary, helping maintain the natural 
resource values of these areas. 

Ponderosa areas would be managed to complement 
other resource values such as wildlife, watershed, and 
recreation and have a beneficial impact on adjoining 
National Park Service land. Management attention would 
focus on maintaining a healthy, diverse ponderosa eco- 
system. Limited commercial use may be appropriate 
only if it benefits the health of the forest or other uses. 
Before any trees are cut or removed, an EA would be 
completed with full public involvement. No significant 
visual impacts nor negative impacts would occur on 
adjoining lands. 

Fire may be used to enhance the health of the forest 
and to reduce potentially catastrophic fuel loads. Burns 
would be planned to minimize the effect of smoke on 
sensitive Class I airsheds on Grand Canyon National 
Park. However, burning could still have a negative 
impact on visual resources within the park. Wildfires 
spreading from public lands to adjoining lands could also 
have a negative impact due to smoke and loss of re- 
sources. Small controlled burns would help minimize 
these impacts by reducing fuel buildup. 

Intermingled tracts of state and private lands in the 
Mt. Logan ponderosaforest could have both positive and 
negative impacts if they are managed the same as the 
public lands, i.e., by maintaining a healthy diverse pon- 
derosa ecosystem. The objective to manage for the 
benefit of other resources could improve the aesthetic 
recreation and wildlife values of an area, but negatively 
affect private and state landowners by foregoing poten- 
tial economic benefits from timber sales. 
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FROM GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

Changes in thegrazing management program would 
result from the rangeland monitoring studies and evalu- 
ation. The Parashant allotment would be used periodi- 
cally to allow rest on other allotments affected by wildfires 
or to implement AMPS. Positive impacts to the district 
range program would occur and may possibly impact 
adjoining public, private, Indian, and state lands. 

FROM WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 

The Bureau’s wildlife management program is de- 
signed to improve and maintain wildlife habitat through 
implementation of the six existing HMPs. Visitor viewing 
opportunities for wildlife, particularly bighorn sheep and 
antelope, should increase as numbers grow and they 
continue to move into their historical habitats. Wildlife 
introductions would be coordinated with adjoining state 
and federal land managing agencies and private land- 
owners to ensure no negative impacts. 

Surface-disturbing activities resulting from the wild- 
life program would be subject to special reclamation 
stipulations identified in Appendix 5. These stipulations 
are designed to eliminate or reduce adverse impacts 
associated with developments so visual impacts should 
be minimal. 

FROM RECREATION RESOURCES 

Proposed recreation management objectives for 
maintaining naturalness and remoteness and to have ex- 
tensive recreation use would complement adjoining land- 
managmentagencies. No newdeveloped campgrounds 
are proposed which should complement National Park 
Service and Forest Service objectives for the adjoining 
lands. 

OHVs would be managed to reduce cross-country 
travel in all areas adjoining National Park Service and 
Forest Service land. For about 80 miles the land along 
National Park Service boundary is closed to OHV use, 
limited to designated roads and trails for 83 miles, and for 
34 miles it is limited to existing roads and trails. For land 
adjoining the National Forest, approximately 13 miles are 
closed, 43 miles limited to designated roads and trails, 
and 52 miles limited to existing roads and trails. Detailed 
OHV plans would be fully coordinated with affected land- 
managing agencies and private landowners to minimize 
conflicts. 

FROM VISUAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

VRM guidelines give direction on how to reclaim 
areas and the type of activities that are compatible with 
an area’s visual resources. Over 190 miles of the land 
adjacent to National Park Service land would be man- 
aged according to Class I or II guidelines. These areas 
would be managed to preserve the natural scenery, 
complementing their goals and objectives. Land along 
the remaining 30 miles of National Park Service boundary 
would be managed according to VRM Class III and IV 
guidelines. In these areas visual intrusions could occur 
that would not be compatible with National Park Service 
goals and objectives. 

FROM TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS 

Closing roads where no public or administrative 
need exist would have a beneficial impact on adjoining 
landowners because it would complement their manage- 
ment objectives. In determining the need for a road, 
adjoining landowners would be consulted and their desires 
reflected in the access decision. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposed RMP decisions would have a benefi- 
cial impact on adjoining National Park Service and Forest 
Service management programs. Even though BLM’s 
management goals and mandates are different from 
those of the National Park Service, land use compatibil- 
ity along their boundaries would be partially achieved 
through many of the RMPdecisions. The BLM and Forest 
Service management goals and mandates are similar, so 
few conflicts exist. Private, state, and Indian land would 
not be significantly affected. 

One of the primary objectives of the RMP is to 
maintain the remoteness of the Arizona Strip and still 
manage for multiple use. This goal and the associated 
decisions complement the management of the National 
Park Service along BLM’s boundary. Decisions that help 
implement this goal include acquisition of state and 
private inholdings where feasible, special reclamation 
stipulations to restore disturbed areas to a near natural 
conditionand OHV restrictions. In addition, the Bureau 
would manage ponderosa pine for the enhancement of 
other uses. Extensive recreation mangement would in- 
clude managing lands along the inter-agency boundary 
underVRM Class I and II guidelines, eliminating roads not 
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needed for public access or resource management, and 
establishing special management designations. Overall 
impacts to private and state lands would be minor and 
mostly beneficial. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This section addresses the degree and extent of the 
cumulative impacts on the physical, biological, and so- 
cio-economic environment. Cumulative impacts include 
the impact to the environment which results from the 
incremental changes from various actions when added 
topast, present, and reasonably foreseeable changes. 
Cumulative impacts can also result from individually 
minor, but collectively significant actions taking place 
over a period of time. 

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE 
IMPACTS (1990-2005) 

Reasonably foreseeable impacts are those impacts 
that could occur over the 15-year plan life. Table III-31 
describes the cumulative surface disturbance changes 
from 1976-1989 and represent the baseline condition 
existing within the district. Reasonably foreseeable ‘mpads 
from the proposed plan are added to the changes de- 
scribed in Chapter III (cumulative change). To facilitate 
this analysis, all environmental factors are grouped into 
four categories; physical (surface disturbance), biologi- 
cal, remote (recreation settings and experience opportu- 
nities), and socio-economic. 

PHYSICAL COMPONENT 

Overall, a total of 63,665 acres could undergo some 
degree of surface impact. The majority (91 percent) of 
surface disturbance would involve land treatments de- 
signed to enhance watershed, wildlife and range condi- 
tions, and harvest of woodland products and would only 
cause short-term temporary changes to the surface. Five 
percent (3,080 acres) of the surface change could result 
in a permanent commitment of resources. These im- 
pacts would be due to land developments and agricul- 
turefollowingtransfertoprivateownership, roads, range- 
land improvements, utilities, rights-of-way, leases, rec- 
reation facilities, and grants. 

Most of the surface impacts would be caused by 
vegetation type conversion and reseeding to improve 
watershed condition, wildlife habitat, rangeland condi- 
tion, and livestock forage. These impacts would be short- 
term involving initial disturbance from vehicles, chains, 

plows, etc. used in land treatments or the harvesting of 
woodland products. Of the 59,050 acres of surface 
impacts from these activities, only 320 acres of roads and 
structural developments would be considered perma- 
nent. 

Management of the lands and minerals programs 
could result in an estimated 4,500 acres of surface im- 
pact. Approximately 2,650 acres are considered long- 
term and permanent impacts resulting from lands actions 
(land developments and agriculture following transfer to 
private ownership, and rights-of-way and leases). Other 
significant actions in the lands program could include (1) 
acquisition of 161,800 acres of State of Arizona land 
through exchange; (2) establishment of a right-of-way 
planning corridor along the existing Navajo-McCullough 
500 kV powerline and via the Lime Kiln/Rosy Canyon 
route; (3) transfer of 7,405 acres to private ownership by 
sale or exchange and transfer of 17,783 acres to private 
ownership through exchange only; (4) processing of 
land use authorizations for rights-of-way, leases, permits, 
etc., communications sites, and Recreation and Public 
Purposes Act applications from governmental or non- 
profit entities for public parks and other public purposes; 
(5) designating a communication site on Seegmiller 
Mountain; (6) making lands available for the Colorado 
City airport and continuing to work with the City of Page 
to consider and evaluate possible airport sites to meet 
future community needs, and acquisition of subsurface 
estatewhere BLM manages the surface. Changes to the 
physical environment from the programs would be minor 
with the exception of the non-designation of right-of-way 
corridors through desert tortoise habitat. While impacts 
to desert tortoise could be positive, impacts to visual and 
socio-economic resources could be adverse. 

Approximately 3 percent of the total estimated sur- 
face impacts (1,850 acres) could be generated from 
locatable, leasable, and salable mineral activities. Ap- 
pendix 28 describes the assumptions used to project the 
1,355 acres of surface impacts related to locatable min- 
erals. The vast majority would be short-term impacts 
associated with drill site exploration and temporary over- 
land access. Longer-term but temporary impacts are 
those associated with development of deposits and 
necessary ancillary facilities. Haul roads and utilities 
used in conjunction with more than one development 
could last considerably longer than ten years, however, 
mandatory mitigation would include reclamation of nearly 
all surface disturbances associated with mineral devel- 
opment. Exploration is not anticipated to have significant 
adverse impacts to surface water. Mining activities could 
cause minor adverse impacts to surface water, and 
perched aquifers could be dewatered as a result of 
mining activities. Monitoring would ensure that mining 
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activities do not adversely affect Kanab Creek or the 
Colorado River. No significant impacts have occurred to 
date. Exploration activities would cause minor impacts 
to air quality. These impacts are caused mostly by 
vehicle travel which generates fugitive dust. Air and 
radiological impacts are being monitored at existing 
mine locations. To date, none of the studies have dem- 
onstrated any statutory thresholds for air quality have 
been surpassed and therefore no significant impacts are 
anticipated. Adverse noise impacts from exploration and 
mining activities would be focalized and temporary. 

ACEC designations, OHV closed areas, and no-sur- 
face occupancy and seasonal restrictions on leasable 
minerals could have negative effects on mineral resource 
development depending on the location and timing of 
proposed activities. ACEC designations and proposed 
management prescriptions do not preclude locatable or 
leasable mineral development, but require the filing and 
approval of a plan of operations for any exploration or 
development exceeding casual use or involving the use 
of a motorized vehicle in a closed area. ACECs would be 
closed to mineral material disposals. Leasable mineral 
(oil and gas) activities could be adversely affected by no- 
surface occupancy restrictions designed to protect vis- 
ual resources, as well as seasonal restrictions for the 
protection of bighorn sheep and peregrine falcon. 

Beneficial impacts would occur from long-term pro- 
tection of cultural resources from ACECs, special man- 
agement areas, OHV, and woodcutting areas. 

BIOLOGICAL COMPONENT 

Actions under the existing MFPs for development 
and implementation of wildlife habitat, watershed, and 
livestock grazing management plans would continue 
(Table II-l). The plans are designed to reach objectives 
specific to the plan area and involve rangeland improve- 
ments for wildlife habitat, watershed, and livestock graz- 
ing and management actions to maintain or improve 
rangeland conditions. 

The harvest of woodland products on 21,786 acres 
(34 percent of the total surface impacts) would create 
temporary surface changes, mostly in the form of over- 
land vehicle travel and removal of selected overstory 
trees. This disturbsvegetation and temporarily displaces 
wildlife. Where woodland harvest activities are concen- 
trated in specific areas, impacts are similar to land treat- 
ments where overstory is removed, allowing for a more 
productive understory. Negative impacts to wildlife species 
have occurred in areas where small roads were created 
to facilitate harvesting woodland products. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Locatable, leasable, and salable minerals account 
for temporary impacts tovegetation and wildlife on about 
1,850 acres (3 percent of the total surface impacts). 
Wildlife may be displaced near exploration and develop- 
ment sites generally for the duration of operations. 
Vegetation would be temporarily removed from mineral 
development sites and access routes, representing di- 
rect habitat loss to wildlife species. Mandatory mitigation 
would be required to ensure that all surface disturbance 
would be reclaimed to reflect prevailing environmental 
conditions and to ensure long-term productivity. 

Planned management of ponderosa pine areas would 
have both short-term adverse, and long-term beneficial 
impacts on visual resources and recreation values. 
Beneficial impacts to wildlife would occur through main- 
tenance and improvement of habitat. Adverse impacts 
result from removal of trees by thinning, but this would be 
substantially out-weighed by the long-term benefits thin- 
ning would create. Thinning operations reduce over- 
crowding in areas with thick younger stands, allow other 
trees to be more vigorous and removes trees which 
harbor insects or diseases that can harm or kill other 
ponderosa pine in the forest community. Planned fire 
suppression would protect the forest ecosystem from 
being destroyed by fires caused by visitors or lightning. 
Prescribed burning would damage or kill some vegeta- 
tion, including trees, but would have an overall beneficial 
long-term impact on the forest ecosystem. 

Beneficial impacts to special status species would 
occur from the ACEC and OHV designations and sea- 
sonal lease stipulations for oil and gas. Special status 
species that would benefit include Siler and Brady pin- 
cushion cactus, woundfin minnow, Virgin River roundtail 
chub, desert tortoise, and peregrine falcon. Riparian 
vegetation would benefit from the Virgin River ACEC, 
land acquisitions, and OHV designations. 

Impacts which could cause a long-term decrease in 
biological diversity include lands program actions (de- 
velopments and agriculture following transfer to private 
ownership, and rights-of-way and leases), permanent 
rangeland improvements, recreation facilities, and BLM 
transportation system upgrades which eliminatevegeta- 
tion, wildlife or their interactions. Approximately 5 per- 
cent of the total impacts (3,080 acres) would be consid- 
ered to be a permanent commitment of resources. Wild- 
life and vegetation would receive moderate, negative, 
and both temporary and permanent impacts. Activities 
associated with the lands program could affect about 
2,650 acres of wildlife habitat and vegetation in order to 
facilitate growth and expansion of local communities or 
to provide for other services. 
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REMOTENESS COMPONENT 

The designation of ACECs, establishment of RCAs, 
designation of areas closed to OHV and limited to desig- 
nated roads and trails, and the interim management of 
two potential wild and scenic rivers would contribute 
beneficial impacts to remoteness and recreation man- 
agement in the district. 

Current management quality of the watershed, graz- 
ing, wildlife, and woodland products programs would 
continue to bring about the greatest change to recrea- 
tion. Impacts to physical settings created by land treat- 
ments, facility development, and associated roads would 
continue to shift recreation classes from the primitive end 
of the recreation opportunity spectrum toward the urban 
end and slowly decrease the remote acreage within the 
district. However, the change over time would be less 
noticeable as vegetation diversity and succession oc- 
curred within treated areas. 

Mineral exploration and development would affect 
physical settings with new and upgraded roads and 
development sites. These activities would generally 
affect recreation opportunities in semi-primitive, non- 
motorized and motorized classes by shifting settings 
toward the urban end of the recreation spectrum. How- 
ever, these activities would be considered short-term, 
temporary impacts due to mitigation, which would in- 
clude almost total rehabilitation of access roads, mine 
yards, and powerlines. The greatest impacts to remote- 
ness from mineral exploration and development could 
come in the form of temporary changes to the social 
setting from construction of new and upgraded roads. 
Improved access (until rehabilitated) could encourage 
the public to enter areas they previously avoided due to 
poor road conditions. Greater numbers of visitors in an 
area would then shift the social setting toward the urban 
end of the spectrum. 

Visual resources would have long-term beneficial 
impacts from the Virgin River ACEC by ensuring mainte- 
nance of scenic qualities. No-surface-occupancy lease 
stipulations would have long-term benefits for visual 
resources. Long-term adverse impacts could occur in 
some areas from the R/W corridor. 

The gradual Increase in the region’s population, their 
leisure time, and improved recreational vehicles would 
continue to affect remoteness. The more visitors to the 
district the less likely the opportunity to experience re- 
moteness. OHV activities would be adversely affected by 
closures and limitations to designated roads and trails if 
new areas are designated as ACECs. 

Generally, managing the remoteness quality would 
moderately change the current management approach 
to one focused on experience opportunities and settings. 
Thus, for the long-term, such management could be 
more responsive to changing visitor needs and more 
custodial of the settings in which those needs are met. 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC COMPONENT 

Population: 

Under the proposed plan, about 7,405 acres of land 
could be available for exchange, sale, or R&PP lease/ 
sale and an additional 17,783 acres could be available for 
exchange or R&PP lease/sale. It is not expected that all 
of the Identified lands would be transferred out of federal 
stewardship as exchange would be first choice. The 
acreage identified for this purpose would accommodate 
a wide range of uses and foster good community plan- 
ning. All lands identified for this purpose are located in 
the near vicinity of existing communities. 

Income: 

Under the proposed plan, direct impacts to income 
types or per capita income within the local communities 
are not expected. A small amount of new revenue may be 
generated in the service sector related to tourism as a 
result of the RCA designations. These impacts are not 
expected to be significant, however, as most of the 
tourism is expected to remain with Grand Canyon and 
Lake Powell. 

Social Perceptions: 

Management under the proposed plan would be 
more restrictive than under current management. Under 
the proposed plan, special management areas would be 
established and management prescriptions would bene- 
fit the preservation of natural values and remoteness. 
Depending upon the particular use, implementation of 
the proposed plan would be seen as either adverse or 
beneficial to the user or user group. In general, most 
people feel that the remoteness character of the district 
should be maintained. However, many local users feel no 
broad restrictions are needed to protect the identified 
resources within the ACECs or feeling of remoteness or 
naturalness. Other groups and individuals perceive that 
threats to the identified resources are greater and that a 
greater level of control or restriction would be needed in 
order to protect these resources. 
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CHAPTER V
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

INTRODUCTION

The Arizona Strip District resource management
plan/environmental impact statement (RMP/EIS)  was
prepared by specialists from the Arizona Strip District
Office, Shivwits  and Vermillion resource areas. The
Arizona State Office planning staff and resource spe-
cialists provided technical reviews and suggestions.
Development of this RMP/EIS  began in 1988.

LIST OF PREPARERS

llene  R. Anderson, Realty Specialist
A.S. Dixie College and is a graduate of the BLM
lands school in Phoenix, Arizona. llene has 16
years experience with BLM.

Julian Anderson, Environmental Specialist
B.S. Range Management, Utah State University.
Julian is one of  the principal writers and a member
of the core team. He has 26 years with BLM.

Linda Barwick,  File Clerk
Linda was one of the typists for the RMP. She has
18 years with BLM.

Kenneth Beckstrom, Supervisory Range
Conservationist

A.S. Dixie College; B.S. Range Management, Utah
State University. Ken assisted in data preparation
and review. He has 20 years with BLM.

John Branch, Geologist
B.S. Geology, Utah State University. John has 8
years with BLM. John is a member of the core
team and is one of the principal writers.

Dennis Curtis, RMP Team Leader
B.A. and M.S. Geography, minor in Economics,
University of Utah. Dennis is the Team Leader for
the RMP and has assisted in preparation of several
sections. He has 22 years with BLM.

Robert Davis, Natural Resource Specialist
B.S. Forest Management, University of West Vir-
ginia. Bob has 25 years with BLM.

Timothy A. Duck, Wildlife Management Biologist
B.A. Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, University
of Arizona. Tim assisted the Automated Data
Processing team that produced the maps for the
RMP. He also assisted in the development of the
tortoise narratives. Tim has 10 years with BLM.

Stephanie Ell ingham, Natural Resource Specialist
B.S. Zoology, Northern Arizona University. Stepha-
nie has 10 years with BLM.

Thomas Folks, Outdoor Recreation Planner
B.S. Recreation Park Planning and  Resource Man-
agement, University of Utah. Tom is a member of
the core team and is one of the principal writers.
He has 14 years of federal service.

Toni Gardner, Secretary
Toni is the principal typist for both the draft and
final. She has 10 years with BLM.

Larry Gearhart, Outdoor Recreation Planner
B.S. Natural Resource Management, Humboldt
State College. Larry assisted in data preparation
and review. He has 22 years of federal service
including 11 years with BLM.

Carl Gossard, Fire Management Officer
B.S. Natural Resource Management, Arizona State
University. Carl has 10 years with BLM.

Eddie Guerrero, Wildlife Management Biologist
B.S. Wildlife Management, New Mexico State Uni-
versity. Eddie has 8 years with BLM.

Michael Herder, Wildlife Management Biologist
B.S. Wildlife Management, B.A. Zoology, M.S.
Marine Biology, all from Humboldt State Univer-
sity. Michael served as writer / editor and is a
member of the core team. He used desktop pub-
lishing to produce the RMP and graphics to cam-
era-ready form. Michael has 3 years with BLM.

Lee Hughes, Range Conservationist
A.S. Forestry, North Dakota State University; B.S.
Range and Fishery Management, Utah State Uni-
versity. Lee is one of the principal writers and a
member of the core team. He has 16 years with
BLM.
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Melvin Jackson, Supervisory Civil  Engineer
B.S. Civil Engineering, Arizona State University.
Mel has 15 years of federal service including 8
years with BLM.

Aline  LaForge,  Archaeologist
B.S. Geography, a minor in Anthropology, South-
ern Oregon State University. Aline  has 5 years
with BLM.

Richard Malcomson, Archaeologist
B.S. and M.A. Anthropology, University of New
Mexico. Rick has 13 years with BLM.

Kenneth Moore, Planning & Environmental
Coordinator

B.S. Forest and Recreation Management, Utah
State University. Ken is the Technical  Coordinator
and one of the writers with the core team. He has
22 years with BLM.

Ronald Ray, Computer Systems Analyst
A.A. Biology and Math, Mesa Community College;
B.S. Environmental Science, Utah State Univer-
sity. Ron is in charge of the Automated Resource
Data system that produces maps, graphics, and
other products. He has 13 years with BLM.

Holly Roberts, Surface Protection Specialist
B.S. Fisheries Science and Wildlife Management,
University of New Mexico; A.S. Botany and Range
Management from NMU; A.S. Organic Chemistry,
New York University. Holly is one of our principal
writers and assisted in preparation of several
sections. Holly has 11 years with BLM.

Ken Shurtz, Cartographer
B.S. Physical Science/Geology, minor in Com-
puter Science from Southern Utah State College.
Ken is a member of the Automated Data Process-
ing team that digitized, manipulated, and pro-
duced the maps and other ADP products that
went into the RMP. He has6 years federal service.

Michael Small, Wildlife Management Biologist
B.S. Wildlife Management, MS. Range Science,
Texas Tech University. Mike has 14 years with
BLM.

Robert Smith, Natural Resource Specialist
B.S. Plant, Soils, and Hydrology, University of
Nevada; post graduate work in Soils and Hydrol-
ogy, University of Nevada. Three years with Soil
Conservation Service, 11 years with BLM.

L D. Walker, Range Conservationist
B.S. Zoology, Southern Utah State College. A
minor in Range, University of Wyoming. L. D. has 14

years of federal service, 1 year with the Fish and
Wildlife Service and 13 years with BLM.

Elved Williams, Realty Specialist
B.S. Animal Husbandry, minor in Economics, Utah
State University. Elved has 24 years with BLM.

ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT
AND STATE OFFICE

ASSISTANCE

The following personnel from the Arizona Strip
District Office provided technical assistance and re-
view for this RMP/EIS:

G. William Lamb, Arizona Strip District Manager
Raymond D. Mapston,  Associate District Manager
George W. Cropper, Shivwits  Area Manager
Robert D. Roudabush, Vermillion Area Manager
Brent Jensen, Assistant District Manager for

Resources
Ferron L. Leavitt, Assistant District Manager for

Operations

Thefollowing peoplefrom the Arizona State Office
provided technical assistance and review for this RMP/
EIS:

D. Dean Bibles, Arizona State Director
Lynn H. Engdahl, Associate State Director
Larry P. Bauer, Deputy State Director, Mineral

Resources
Beaumont C. McClure, Deputy State Director, Lands

and Renewable Resources
Robert E. Archibald, Jr., Realty Specialist
Eugene Dahlem, Wildlife Management Biologist
Daniel J. McGlothlin,  Hydrologist
Keith L. Pearson, Planning and Environmental

Coordinator
Alan S. Rabinoff, Geologist
George W. Ramey, Jr., Range Conservationist
Gary D. Stumpf, Archaeologist
Larry D. Taddia, Supervisory Cartographic

Technician
Bruce B. Talbot, Outdoor Recreation Planner
Marvin E. Weiss, Natural Resource Specialist
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CONSULTATION & COORDINATION

SCOPING (ISSUE
IDENTIFICATION)

A meeting was also held with the North Kaibab
Ranger District, Forest Service, in Fredonia to discuss
issues.

Scoping served to identify the significant issues to
be analyzed in the RMP/EIS  and deemphasized or
eliminated from detailed study insignificant issues or
issues addressed in earlier environmental reviews.
The significant environmental issues were then incor-
porated into a range of alternatives, and the effects or
impacts of implementing the alternatives were ana-
lyzed in this RMP/EIS.

The BLM held numerous public scoping meetings
to help identify public concerns about issues. Shown
at each of these meetings was a 14-minute  video tape
about the district and its upcoming RMP. Based on
these meetings and a district interdisciplinary team,
the issues were finalized.

The scoping process for the RMP/EIS  area in-
volved several phases, extending from July 1987 to
April 1988.

CONSULTATION DURING
IDEVELOPMENT OF THE

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND

December 1987 - Meetings were held with the
Mohave County Board of Supervisors and Region III of
the Arizona Game and Fish Department in Kingman,
Lake Mead National Recreation Area of the National
Park Service, Boulder, Nevada; Glen Canyon National
Recreation Area of the National Park Service in Page
and Grand Canyon National Park at Grand Canyon,
Arizona to discuss issues.

A mineral scoping meeting was held in St. George
to discuss issues.

January 1988 - A public meeting was held at Mar-
ble Canyon, Arizona, to solicit comments on planning
issues.

Meetings were held with the District Grazing Advi-
sory Board and the Advisory Council.

March 1988 - The second RMP Advisory was
issued to more than 500 interested individuals and
groups. This issue summarized the results of the

July 1988 -The third RMP Advisory was issued ‘to
more than 500 interested individuals and groups. This

public scoping meetings and revised planning issues.

DRAFT RMP/ElS

July 1987 - Federal Register  notice announcing
the beginning of the Arizona Strip RMP/EIS  and invit-
ing public participation on issue identification.

October 1987 - First edition of the Arizona Strip
Advisory was sent out to over 500 interested individu-
als and groups explaining the RMP/EiS  process, and
asking for input on planning issues.

Public meetings were also held with conservation
groups in St. George, Utah and Phoenix, Arizona to
solicit comments on planning issues.

November 1987 - A public meeting was held in
Flagstaff, Arizona with conservation group represen-
tatives.

Other public meetings were held in St. George,
Page, Flagstaff, Phoenix, and Fredonia. The purpose
of these meetings was to solicit comments on plan-
ning issues.

issue brought the public up to date on new develop-
ments such as land exchanges and ACEC.

October 1938 -The District Grazing Advisory Board
was brought up-to-date on the RMP.

November 1988-A meeting was held in St. George
with the District Advisory Council.

December 1988 - A fourth RMP Advisory was
issued to those on thedistrict’s mailing list. In addition
to updating every one on our progress, it also dis-
cussed ACECs.  It also listed dates, times and places
of additional public meetings.

January 1988 - Public meetings were held in Page,
Marble Canyon, Littlefield, Flagstaff, Phoenix, Fre-
donia, Colorado City, and St. George. All these meet-
ings were intended to update the public and discuss
issues, area objectives, alternatives and special desig-
nations such as ACECs.  Addit ional meetings were
also held with the Kaibab Forest, Glen Canyon Na-
tional Recreation Area, Lake Mead National Recrea-
tion Area, Mohave County and Kanab BLM.
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March 1989 - Additional meetings were held with
the Kaibab-Paiute tribal officials and Las Vegas BLM.

June 1989 - A meeting was held with the Grand
Canyon National Park.

Meetingswere also held with the District Advisory
Council and the Grazing Advisory Board.

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANI-
ZATIONS, AND PERSONS TO

WHOM COPIES OF THIS
STATEMENT WILL BE SENT

The BLM is requesting comments on the draft
RMP/EIS  from all interested individuals, interest groups,
federal and state agencies. Because of the size of the
mailing list (700)  only a partial list of those who will
receive the document follows.

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of Agriculture

Agricultural Research Service
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service

Department of Defense
Air Force

Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management

A R

Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Department of Energy
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service

Z O N A STATE AGENC:IES

Arizona Department of Mines
Arizona Department of Transportation
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona Office of Economic Planning and

Development
Arizona Oil and Gas Commission
Arizona Public Service
Arizona State Clearing House
Arizona State Land Commission
Arizona State Land Department

Arizona State Planning Department
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office

LOCAL AGENCIES

Arizona Association of County Governments
Arizona Strip District Advisory Board
Arizona Strip District Multiple Use Council
City of Kanab
City of Page
City of Mesquite
Coconino County Board of Supervisors
Five County Association of Governments
Littlefield-Hurricane National Resource

Conservation District
Mohave County Board of Supervisors
Mohave County Planning
San Juan County Commission
Washington County Commission

NATIVE AMERICAN SOVEREIGNTY

Hopi Tribe
Kaibab-Paiute Tribe
Navajo Nation

INTEREST GROUPS

American Mustang Association
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society
Arizona Miners and Prospectors Association
Arizona Nature Conservancy
Arizona Riparian Council
Arizona Wildlife Federation
Canyon Under Siege
Defenders of Wildlife
Desert Tortoise Council
Friends of the River
Grand Canyon Trust
National Wildlife Federation
Northern Arizona Audubon Society
Sierra Club
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
Southwest Mineral Exploration
Southwest Resource Council
Wildlife Society
The Wilderness Society

ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES

Federal
Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator Orrin Hatch
Senator John McCain
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Congressman Morris Udall
Congressman James T. Hansen
Congressman Bob Stump

State
Governor of Arizona, Hon. Rose Mofford
Senator Arthur Hubbard, Sr.
Representative Benjamin Hanley

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT RMP/EIS

Over 400 different letters were submitted to BLM
for consideration in preparation of the proposed RMP.
All letters have been reproduced in this chapter; a form
letter and several petitions were only reproduced once
with names of all individuals included. Even though we
would like to respond to all public comment letters, we
have specifically responded only to the substantive
comments in order to save space and minimize the
size of this document. Some general responses are
included.

The results of public comments on the draft RMP/
EIS are separated into four sections: (1) BLM’s re-
sponse to general public concerns, (2) BLM’s general
response to public comments addressing the same
issue or question, (3) reproduced public comment
letters and BLM’s specific responses to comments not
addressed in the previous sections, and (4) Fish and
Wildlife Service, Section 7 Consultation.

RESPONSE TO GENERAL
PUBLIC CONCERNS

MULTIPLE USE

Several comments expressed concern that the
draft RMP does not adequately emphasize the critical
role that multiple use of public lands plays in the local
economies.

The planning effort focused on resolving major
issues identified during scoping meetings as outlined
in Chapter V of the document. Six issues were iden-
tified during the scoping process and include (1) land
tenure adjustments, (2) recreation management, (3)
mineral resource management, (4) access to public
lands, (5) cultural resource management, and (6)
areas of crit ical environmental concern and other
areas requiring special management.

CONSULTATION & COORDINATION

Since the RMP/EIS  Is issue-driven, it may appear
to emphasize some issues over others. Valid existing
management of all other programs which were not
considered as issues during scoping was brought
forth in the  RMP as outlined in Appendix32 of the draft
RMP. Chapter II (pages II-1 to 11-2) provides the
districtwide objective of the RMP which recognizes
the importance of a full range of multiple use values
and the need for conservation. However, public lands
do not have the same values and resources evenly
distributed. Multiple use does not mean that every
acre must have all the various uses present. Some
lands have unique values that must be recognized and
may require special stipulations to protect them. The
proposed RMP does not close any new areas to
multiple use. It may stipulate how and when use would
be made and what reclamation (Appendix 5) would be
required to restore the area.

WILDERNESS

Even though Chapter I (page I-l) states that the
wilderness issue would not be addressed, several
general comments questioned why the draft RMP was
proposing additional wilderness areas.

The wilderness issue was thoroughly considered
by the wilderness coalition and by Congress in the
Arizona Wilderness Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-406).
Congress intended that lands unsuitable for wilder-
ness designation be returned to multiple use manage-
ment. The draft RMP does not propose additional
wilderness designation. Special management areas
were proposed in the draft RMP in recognition of
unique/special values and the need for coordinated
and intensive management. ACECs, RCAs,  and SRMAs
(see glossary for definitions) do not preclude other
valid uses (Table II-2 outlines the management pre-
scriptions for special management areas).

REMOTENESS

One of the districtwide objectives was to “main-
tain the’open space, scenic characterand remoteness
of public lands.” Several comments interpreted that
management for remoteness was the same as making
wilderness areas and that the nature of the Arizona
Strip District is, and will remain, remote due to poor
roads, limited water, rugged terrain, etc.

Most people agree that the public lands on the
Arizona Strip are special. Some are more special than
others due to appearance, location or values. We
agree that the Arizona Strip District is remote now and
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by its very nature will tend to remain remote. The
objective to maintain the open space, scenic charac-
ter and remoteness does not preclude activities, but
ensures that they are conducted in such a manner that
impacts are minimized and would be reclaimed to
near natural conditions.

For example, while there may be impacts to wild-
l ife, natural beauty, and recreational opportunities
associated with mineral exploration and development
presently occurring on the Arizona Strip, our environ-
mental analyses have shown that they are minor. They
are also temporary since surface impacts from mineral
operations must be reclaimed as soon as practicable.

The three Hack Canyon mines, developed from
two surfacefacilitieswereclosed and fully reclaimed in
1988. This reclamation has been recognized by sev-
eral environmental organizations as a significant model
of just how well mining sites can be restored to natural
conditions. Based on our experience during the past
decade, existing policy and procedures are adequate
for allowing mineral activities while protecting other
important resource values.

GENERAL RESPONSE TO
PUBLIC COMMENTS

ACEC DESIGNATIONS

Potential ACECs  were evaluated during the plan-.
ning process. A summary of this evaluation is found in
Appendix 6. ACECs  must meet relevance and impor-
tance criteria as outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 before
they can be considered for designation. The following
are general responses to comments on specific ACEC
nominations.

Marble Canyon ACEC
The additional 4,800 acres identified for the  Marble

Canyon ACEC in Alternative 3 were for Fickeisen
pincushion cactus, a Category I special status spe-
cies. Studies are showing a greater abundance than
earlier known and inclusion in an ACEC is not war-
ranted. The 10,700 acres planned for the Marble
Canyon ACEC is adequate for the listed Brady pin-
cushion cactus.

Fort Pierce ACEC
The primary reasonfordesignating the Fort Pierce

ACEC was to protect the endangered Siler pincushion
cactus. The natural occurrence of saline soils is wide-

spread on the Arizona Strip District as noted on Map
III-11 of the RMP and by itself would not meet the
relevance and importance criteria  as outlined in 43
CFR 1610.7-2. ACEC designations highlight areas
where special management attention is needed to
protect, and prevent irreparable damage to important
historic, cultural, and scenic values, fish, or wildlife
resources or other natural systems or processes; or to
protect human life and safety from natural hazards.
The ACEC designation indicates to the public that the
BLM recognizes that an area has significant values
and has established special management measures
to protect those values. In addition, designation also
serves as a reminder that significant values or re-
sources exist which must be accommodated when
future management actions and land use proposals
are considered nearorwithin an ACEC. Increasing the
size of the Fort Pierce ACEC would place unnecessary
restrictions on other multiple use considerations in the
buffer area and cause duplications of protection
measures. The majority of lands classified as having
slightly saline soils would have off-highway vehicles
(OHVs) limited to designated roads and trails or to
existing roads and trails.

Kanab Creek
Kanab Creek was thoroughly considered by the

wilderness coalition and by Congress in the Arizona
Wilderness Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-406). Accord-
ing to the House Report on the Arizona Wilderness
Act, Kanab Creek and its adjacent lands presented
one of the toughest challenges to the various ‘groups
and individuals which negotiated the Arizona Strip
wilderness proposals. Congress designated 77,100
acres as the Kanab Creek Wilderness then stated that
lands “not designated as wilderness by this Act have
been adequately studied for wilderness designation.”
It was the intent of Congress that lands unsuitable for
wilderness designation be returned to multiple use
management. In the period leading to the 1984 Wilder-
ness Act, representatives of many organizations par-
ticipated in the “good faith” understanding that lands
in the Arizona Strip released by the Act would be
returned to multiple use management and not placed
in a protective status.

Kanab Creekdrainage is under the  administration
of three different agencies with different regulations
and mandates. From where Kanab Creek forms a
major canyon to where it meets the Colorado River, 80
percent of the stream channel is either wilderness or
national park and, with our proposed plan to close
Grama  Canyon and Kanab Creek (north of Snake
Gulch), 100 percent of the Kanab Creek channel has
some form of protective management. The remainder
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CONSULTATION & COORDINATION

of Hacks Canyon that is not designated as wilderness
limits OHV to designated roads and trails. We agree
that the scenery, remoteness, and naturalness of the
Kanab Creek drainage that has been designated as
wilderness or that Is within the Grand Canyon National
Park are unique.

Our proposed plan is to close Grama  Canyon and
Kanab Creek (north of Snake Gulch) and limit OHV use
to designated roads and trails in the remainder of
Hacks Canyon that is not designated as wilderness.

The remainder of Kanab Creek outside of the
Grand Canyon National Park boundary and not desig-
nated as wilderness does not meet the relevance and
importance criteria for an ACEC. The text in Appendix
6 has been modified.

Andrus, Dansil and Parashant Canyons
We have examined Andrus, Dansil and Parashant

canyons to determine if designation as SRMA or RCA
is warranted. We recognize their value for backcoun-
try recreation and scenery. We have concluded that
these canyons do not have important overlapping
resource values as defined for an RCA or require
intensive recreation management as in an SRMA. We
plan on closing the area to OHV activity to protect and
maintain the scenic values and remoteness of the
area.

We have reviewed Andrus Canyon to determine if
special values extend into the planning area. We have
concluded that the values in Andrus Canyon are spe-
cial, but not of the significance that would require an
ACEC designation. We plan on closing the area to
OHV activity to protect and maintain the beauty and
remoteness of the area. The majority of people com-
ing to the Grand Canyon region would not seek out
Andrus Canyon to satisfy their outdoor experience.
The district has many more canyons in the Grand
Canyon National Park or Lake Mead National Recrea-
tion Area that have significant and outstanding fea-
tures superior to Andrus Canyon. Therefore, their
scenic resource values are not more than locally
significant, and they do not possess scenery unique to
the Grand Canyon region.

Also, the values in Andrus Canyon were thor-
oughly considered by the wilderness coalition and by
Congress in the Arizona Wilderness Act of 1984 (Public
Law 98-406). Congress designated 265,600 acres as
wilderness on BLM-administered lands in Arizona and
then stated that lands “not designated as wilderness
by this Act have been adequately studied for wilder-
ness designation.” Congress intended that lands

unsuitable for wilderness designation be returned to
multiple use management. In the period leading to the
1984 Wilderness Act, representatives of many organi-
zations participated in the “good faith” understanding
that lands in the Arizona Strip released by the Act
would be returned to multiple use management and
not placed in a protective status.

Grand Wash Cliffs
We have reviewed the southern Grand Wash Cliffs

to determine if designation as an SRMA or RCA is
warranted. We recognize its value for backcountry
recreation and scenery as outlined in the House Re-
port on the 1984 Arizona Wilderness Act. We have
concluded that these cliffs and canyons do not have
important overlapping resource values as defined for
an RCA or require intensive recreation management
as in an SRMA. We are planning on limiting OHV
activity in the southern Grand Wash Cliffs and Hidden
Canyon to designated roads and trails to protect and
maintain the scenic values and remoteness of the
area.

Witch Pool ACEC
The Witch Pool ACEC designation highlights an

area where special management attention is needed
to protect important cultural values and prevent ir-
reparable damage to them. The ACEC designation
indicatesto the public that the BLM recognizes that an
area has significant values and has established special
management measures to protect those values. In
addition, designation also serves as a reminder that
significant values or resources must be accommo-
dated when future management actions and land use
proposals are considered near or within an ACEC.
Our data base does not support the increase in size
due to cultural values. Also, an increase in size of
ACEC as a buffer would place unnecessary restric-
tions on other multiple use considerations in the buffer
area and result in duplication of protection measures.

Paria Plateau
We agree that the cultural resources on the Paria

Plateau are of significance that warrant special atten-
tion. Our District Advisory Council made the following
resolution affecting our ACEC considerations: “The
council recommends that the Arizona  Strip BLM should
carefully review all of the ACEC recommendations to
ascertain whether it would be advisable to call public
attention to each of these sites, or whether it would be
in the best interest of protecting the special cultural or
natural resource values to merely implement protec-
tive management stipulations for any of these areas
without the attention getting ACEC label.” Based on
the resolution and consideration of all the resources in

v -7



CHAPTER v

the area, we concluded the cultural resources would
best be addressed in an RCA which would have the
same management prescriptions applied without the
attention-getting name. This would also be consistent
with the proposed RCA designation for Mt. Trumbull
which is another large area important for cultural
resource values.

Grand Canyon Park Boundary
ACEC designations highlight areas where special

management attention is needed to protect important
historic, cultural, and scenic values, fish, or wildlife
resources or other natural systems or processes and
prevent irreparable damage to them; or to protect
human life and safety from natural hazards. ACECs
must meet relevance and importance criteria as out-
lined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 before they are considered
for designation. ACECs are not designated merely to
provide a buffer for other areas such as wilderness or
national park. The areas you have referred to as
adjacent to the Grand Canyon National Park’s north-
ern boundary have been considered, but do not meet
the ACEC criteria.

Also, these areas were thoroughly considered by
the wilderness coalition and by Congress in the Ari-
zona Wilderness Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-406).
Congress designated 265,600 acres as wilderness on
BLM-administered lands in Arizona and then stated
that lands “not designated as wilderness by this Act
have been adequately studied for wilderness designa-
tion.” Congress intended that lands unsuitable for
wilderness designation be returned to multiple use
management. In the period leading to the  1984 Wilder-
ness Act, representatives of many organizations par-
ticipated in the “good faith” understanding that lands
in the Arizona Strip released by the Act would be
returned to multiple use management and not placed
in a protective status.

Increase Size of ACECs to Buffer their
Special Resource Values

ACEC designations highlight areas where special
management attention is needed to protect important
historic, cultural, and scenic values, fish, or wildlife
resources or other natural systems or processes; or to
protect human life and safety from natural hazards.
The ACEC designation indicates to the public that the
BLM recognizes an area has significant values and has
established special management measures to protect
those values. In addition, designation also serves as a
reminder that significant values or resources must be
accommodated when future management actions and
land use proposals are considered near or within an

ACEC. Increasing the size of ACECs as a bufferwould
place unnecessary restrictions on other multiple use
considerations in the buffer area and cause duplica-
tion of protection measures. The lands included in the
proposed addition of a buffer zone do not meet the
relevance and importance criteria as outlined in 43
CFR 1610.7-2. Endangered species outside the des-
ignated ACECs would still come under protection of
the Endangered Species Act.

Closure of ACECs to Mineral Entry
Closure to mineral entry would be subject to valid

existing rights, including valid mining claims, in effect
on the date of withdrawal. Valid existing rights on
mining claims include the right to develop the locat-
able minerals beneath them. Of the areas recom-
mended for closure to mineral exploration, most of the
Beaver Dam and Marble Canyon ACECs are presently
covered by existing mining claims. For this reason, a
closure to mineral entry would not preclude or further
restrict mineral-related activities in these areas.

The ACEC designation requires mining explora-
tion and development entities to file a plan of opera-
tions with BLM for activities beyond casual use. Ap-
proval of the plan of operations by BLM assures that
activities are conducted in a manner that prevents
unnecessary or undue degradation, provides protec-
tion to non-mineral resources, and provides for recla-
mation of disturbed areas.

Any actions authorized, funded or carried out by
BLM which may affect listed species or those pro-
posed to be listed are reviewed in cooperation with
FWS to ensure the action is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered or threatened
species or result in the destruction or adverse modifi-
cation of habitat of such species which is determined
to be critical.

While there may be impacts to wildlife, natural
beauty, and recreational opportunities associated with
current mineral exploration and development on the
Arizona Strip, our environmental analyses have shown
that they are minor. They are also temporary since
surface impacts from mineral operations must be
reclaimed as soon as practicable.

The three Hack Canyon mines, developed from
two surface facilities were closed and fully reclaimed in
1988. This reclamation has been recognized by sev-
eral environmental organizations as a significant model
of just how well prior mining sites can be restored to a
natural condition. Based on ourexperienceduring the
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quate to allow mineral activities while protecting other
important resource values.

PONDEROSA PINE MANAGEMENT

The ponderosa pine forests are a unique and
important component of the public lands of the Ari-
zona Strip District. In addition to providing biological
diversity, these forest ecosystems are valuable habitat
for diverse forms of wildlife and provide unique backcoun-
try resource settingswhich enhance public recreation
opportunities and experiences. Moreover, because of
the importance of these forests and their associated
resources to diverse public uses, commercial forestry
or harvest are not objectives of the proposed forest
management program. An active forest management
program is, however, clearly necessary to maintain
healthy, viable and biologically diverse forest ecosys-
tems and to manage the areas so that existing ground
fire fuels are reduced and kept to a manageable level.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

The RMP discusses the livestock grazing program
in Chapter III and in Appendices 1 through 3 (pages
A-l to A-8). The appendices show by allotment, their
current management, proposed management, stage
of implementation, vegetation trend and range of utili-
zation levels up to 1988.

The Vermillion and Shivwits  grazing environmental
statements of 1979 and 1980 evaluated by allotment,
what alternative levels of grazing and no grazing would
do to each allotment’s vegetation, watershed, wildlife,
etc. resources. This data was drawn from existing
research data and monitoring studies within the dis-
trict.

Currently, vegetation trend and utilization of for-
age studies are gathered from 500 + key areas. This
information has been gathered for 10-20  years. Our

annual evaluations continue to demonstrate as stated
in the grazing EIS, that the vegetation resource im-
proves species diversity under proper grazing (under
50 percent utilization and periodic rest) and degrades
under improper grazing (over 50 percent utilization for
more than 1 year and yearlong  use). Other resources
also improve or degrade accordingly. Much of the
debate over grazing on public land pertains to issues
such as what are proper grazing fee levels; is livestock
grazing use of public lands acceptable to the public;
and will BLM regulate the rancher in a manner consis-
tent with what the public expects through their laws.
These issues do not belong in an RMP.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE,
SECTION 7 CONSULTATION

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (ESA), requires every federal agency, in
consultation with the US. Fish and Wildlife Service, to
ensure that any action it authorizes, funds or carries
out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of any listed species or result in the destruction or
adverse modification of critical habitat. Further, Sec-
tion 7 requires federal agencies to confer with the
Secretary on any action which is likely to jeopardize
the continued existence of proposed species or result
in thedestruction or adverse modification of proposed
critical habitat.

Persuant to an understanding with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the draft RMP/EIS  was submitted to
the USFWS for consultation under Section 7 of the
ESA. The memorandum found on pages V-393 through
V-398 is the result of this consultation. The BLM re-
sponse to the consultation is found on page V-398. A
second opinion was requested in relation to the sale/
exchange of 210 acres of historic tortoise habitat.
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DAVID L. SCAEIN
512 SOUTH NA-WA-TA AVENUE

MOUNT PROSPECT, ILLINOIS 60056-3624

Chrlstass,  1989; -1O'C

Dennis Curtis.  Team Leader
Bureau of Land Nanagement
Arizona Strip District Office
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 86770

Subject: RMP and EIS (Draft)
Arizona Strip District

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Thank gou  for sending me the above-referenced document for q y review
and comment.

First, I support Alternatire  3. which vould give the maximum  protection
to wilderness values while allowing legitimate mineral recovery efforts

5
and pre-existing ranging to take place.
mining,

Ninlmizing  road building,
grazing, and keeping other related activities to their present

s
levels will allow for more thorough evaluation of the wilderness and
near-wilderness resource in the future if the political tides should
change. But precluding these options by expanding mineral actlrity
(where likelihood of success is slight  at the onset) is shortsighted.

Second. I BE= no discoaslon  in the EIS of FLOODPLAIN PROTECTION.
Executive Order 11988. protection of Floodplains/Floodplain Management 1
requires the BLH to undertake au investigation to determine any of
the proposed activities ("actions* as defined In the Order, nut just
construction) are located or to be located In a "100~rear"  floodplain.
There was no discussjon of this as far as I could see.  and if this
was omitted it could car~se  the Council of Environmental Quality to
reject the DEIS. If the action does take place in the floodplain. then
an 0-step  public review period is necessary, mitigatire  sctibns  are
required. and a separate statement for the need as to xhv  this action
can not  be located outside the floodplain. Also. a thorough discussion
of the phTslca1.  social, and econoalc  impacts of au, new or increased
floodplain development la necessary. These were all missing from the
RNP and DEIS.

2

Thank you for the opportuniyt  to cumment. You ceo le-ato  more about
compliance with E.O. 11988 by calling the Federal Emergency Nanegement
Ag=nCl* Building 710. Denver Federal Center and they can help ,ou
with hour compliance problems.

Thank you.

1. A districtwide objective concerning floodplain management has been added
to the proposed RMP, see page H-2.  The BLM policy on floodplain manage-
ment is in BLM Manual 7260,  1984. This section reads as follows:

policy.

A. The Bureau of Land Management shall, through its resource manage-
ment planning and decision process, actively strive to reduce the risk of
flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and
welfare and to restore and preserve the natural values served by flood-
plains and their associated wetlands. This policy pertains specifically to
Bureau responsibilities for:

4. Acquiring, exchanging and disposing of public lands and facilities.

2 . Construction of improvements on public lands by the BLM or its
permittees and users.

3 . Conducting various resource management activities including:
changes in land use, granting of rights-of-way and easements,
resource developments and licensed or permitted activities.

B. All floodplain and associated wetland areas must be retained in Federal
ownership if their disposal would violate the intent of Executive Order
11966.

C. The Bureau will thoroughly evaluate the potential effects of proposed
actions it may take in the floodplain and associated wetlands and
consider alternatives to avoid adverse floodplain and wetland impacts.
Where the action must involve the floodplains, develop procedures,
stipulations or restrictions, as appropriate, to minimize potential harm to
or within the floodplain and its wetlands. floodplain management is
addressed in Table II-l, page II-1 3.

2 . Any proposed action located on a lOO-year  floodplain is subject to review
under E011966  and Bureau Manuals 6740 and 7260. Environmental assess-
ments @As)  are written to evaluate impacts of such actions and elements
such as the social, physical and economic impacts are included. Public
review, needs assessment and mitigation are all part of the EA process.
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ARIZONA
STATE
PARKS

January 3. 1990

D e n n i s  Curlk
Dot-Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050  East
St. George. UT 84770

RE: Arkona Strip  Diirld,  Drafl  Resource Management
PlanlEnvironrnental  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t .  DOI-BLM

Dear Mr. Cunis:

Thank you for submitting lhis documentation lo you. I have reviewed the
draft and have the fdbwing comments:

1. I note that four different management ptans  for the multiple use of
resources within  the Arii Strip District  are being mnsidered  by the
agency. This area k character&d by a diverse and  unique set of
archaeobgbal and historic  remains. and we are pleased  that the
management and protection of these valuable cultural resources are being
considered in this  early  planning stage.

2. The agency has tdenthisd  areas within the District lhat wntain  hiih
densities of cultural resouIcBs:  these areas are cxmsidered  prbrity areas
of cultural sbnificance  and cornwise  the units that are examined in the
four management  alternatives. &fmugh tl  k acimorvledged  that other
areas of cutlural  significance  exist within the district. only the priority
areas are discussed within this document. The intensity of impa&  10
cultural resources that would result with each plan are tmestigated  and
include vandalism, off-road vehiile trafric.  natural  processes, and BU.4
authorized use (permits  and projects). These impacls  are characterized
as to hi@. mcderate.  or bw tevek  of intensity and ate summarked  by
priority area in Table IV-1 of the document.

3. Alternative #I k the current management plan  and does not sppser  to
benefit the cultural resources as well as the three other plans because
impacts to cuftural  remains  would wntinue at moderate and hqh Iwek
(according lo Table IV-l). Thus, this plan is not a good  altematfve  for the
management and protectbn  of cuftural  resources.

4. Alternatives #2  and #3 appear  to provide the hesi management and
protective measures for cultural properties in the fxbrity  areas.
Aaxxxfing  to Table IV-l, management planning under Atlernative  #3
appears IO  be the best as it  would ensure that impzts  to cultural
resources would onfy  ooxr  at bw levels, and that 404.810 acres  of land
within the priority areas would fall under  special management
designations such as Areas of Critbal  Environmental Concern (ACEC)  and
Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMA).  Alternative #2  would
result in primarily bw impacts. hut also some moderate level ?npacls  in
one of the priority areas: this plan would resutl  in 445,210 acres
coming under  special management designations of ACEC.  SRMA.  and
Resource Conservation Areas (RCA).

Dennis Curtis
January 3. 1990
Page  2

5. Adverse impacts of moderate-to-high losses  to cultural remains under
Alternative #4 wufd essentiatfy  ba  the same as those currently
experienced In Aftematfve Xl. with  lhe exception that one priority area
would tm  designated as an ACEC. Thus, this  plan  is better than Alternative
al. but not as beneficial to the protection of cultural properties as are
Alternatives U2 and 113.

6. Therefore, it is my opinion that Alternative 113 would result in the
lewest adverse effects to the priority areas of cultural sfgnifiiance. All
identified impacts to cultural remains associated wfth  this management
plan woufd  be of a bw level of intensity and 14 areas would rec8ive
special management designations.

This offiie looks  forward to receiving the final Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the BLM Arizona Strip District
f o r  o u r  r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t .

Sincerely,

GL!kkziw
Archaeologist

tor Shereen Lemer.  Ph.D.
State Historb  Preservation Officer
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StateofArizona

January 11, 1990

Arizona Geological Suiiiey
845NonhParkAmue,BlOO

'l&os,Arizcma85719
(602) 882-4795

Hr. Dennis Curtis, Team Leader
BLN, Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 04770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I've reviewed the Draft Arizona Strip District Resource
Uanagement Plan  and  Environmental Impact Statement and have a

IQ minor comment to make. In Chapter III--Affected EZnvironment  the
origin and occurrence of uranium in breccia pipes are  discussed.
In reviewing the list of references cited I find two of the most
recent were articles not included. You right have not listed
then on purpose. Just in case you are not aware of them,
however, they are:

U.S. Geological Survey Open-Pile Report 69-0173:
Llthotectonic setting necessary for formation a
uranium-rich, solution-collapse, breccia-pipe province,
Grand Canyon region, Arizona, by Karen J. Wenrich and
Hoyt B. Sutphin.

1

U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 89-550: Hap of
locations of collapse-breccia pipes  in the Grand Canyon
region of Arizona, by H.B. Sutphin and K.J. Wenrich.

Please forward this information to John Branch and/or any other
geologists on your staff.

If we can ever be of any  assistance, please contact ae.

Sincerely,

&P.3Leg-n-
Larry D. Fellows
Director and State Geologist

1. Thank you for these useful references. Copies of both references have been
obtained for the district library and reviewed by the staff.

LDF:lc
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Arizona (ommirsion  of
Aqriculture  and Uorticulture

16eaMTWAMs l P�CENIX  WIZONA Bya7  - (&X)54243,3

1 . Grasshopper management plans are included in the Existing Plans and
Decisions section in Table II-l,  page II-22 . In addition, grasshopper man-
agement plans are “activity level” plans that must comply with the overall

RMP objectives, but which are not specifically addressed in the RMP.

2. More complete information on the presence and areas inhabited by endan-
gered species would be helpful. Surveys for endangered species are
included in the Existing Plans and Decisions section in Table II-l, page II-1 7.
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ssncar1c.s  Trallsr  Club
A@o Postal 21
sari  carlos.  soncra 85506
January 15, 19%

Mr. G. Willlas  Lamb,  District  knsger
BureauofLandnansgement
Arisons  Strip D%strict  Offlcs
390 North  Jojo  East
St. ceorge,  UT 84nO

Dear Bill:

Thank you for your  letter of Janusry  4. The ~oposed  councilme&Lng
dates of April 5-6  are good  for me and  I have pit  them on the calendar.

I've reviewed the DEA for the QuaI1  Hill Road reconstruction that yc"
sent along. It appears to be thorough, but I've not been in that srea

f

ln several years. I have no comments except  to ask lf the peopossd  alignmsnt
l-ma  taken the concsrns  of ths Advisory Council into consideration (Hirmtcs

P
of Nov. 1-2 meting)?.

I've also completed a review  of the RHP sn3  DEXS. In general the work
sppears  to be quite  comptehensfve  and xell done. I do, however, have  a
few  observations,  ccmments  and rhetcrical  questiorrs  that I've grouped
togather below.

For ease of rsfersnce I've  numbered  ths  DIstrictrids  Objectives on psgea
II-1 and II-Z. w cmnt.s  here M cf a general nature. They  have tc do
with word selection and  consotation~  snd  with.  psrhaps,  LD overall lnfersnce
that the strip is raMgod  mars  lnthe10c.al  thszi  the Nat1cM.l  lnte?xe.t.

Objective #j speaks  to "the  Natlom  mad" fm various products "iYcm  the
public  lands" aad  the "l.mpztancs  of these Inkstries  tc local and regional
economies". By grouping thme tog&her  you leave ms with a question ss to
vhich of the two ls ths  drivillg  force  -- the Nat.lons  need  or the lmporcance 1
of the  lndustrylccally? Slmll.%ly,  I don't doubt that there is . national
need for energy, illmrsl  sd l.1vsatoclr producticn  but, given tint  I haven't
reviewdFWUAmcmtly,  I do have reservations thatqeetingthsae  needs
ia ar should be a high priority of ths  Bureau,

Objective irr speaks  to forage, water&&  sxni  wildlife needs.  Who defined
those needs aad  on what bssls?

Objective #8 sesr~  to say, in effect,  that developent  of mIneral  resources
is a top priority  of the plan.

12

Objectives x8. #I9 and poselbly  othera  refer to "the extent practlcabls".
I take  great personal unbrsgs to tie  word  "practicable". At best it's a
'weasel vord'  for tacit approval of long term degrsdatlon of natural envlxonment. I 3

1. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, sec. 102(a)12  states
“the public lands be managed in a manner which recognizes the Nation’s
need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from the public
lands. . . .‘I The FLPMA reference also has local application. The objectives
listed in the plan are not equal in importance or listed in priority. They
provide general guidance for development of the RMP.

2 . The objectives, as well as the entire RMP, are the product of an interdiscipli-
nary team as well as state and district management. Individual resource
specialists analyzes the current management situation, problems and needs
and opportunities for solving the problems. This backup information is found
in the district area files. The basis for making this analysis varied by resource.
Need was usually determined by analyzing dependent physical factors and
then reviewing socio/economic  demands.

3 . The phrase “the extent practicable” was used in the document because it
recognized that some objectives are not fully obtainable in all situations due
to factors such as funding, varying priorities, personnel limitations, and the
physical limitations of the resources involved.
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tk. C. Yilllaa Lamb Page2

Objective  #16 refere to acoess to meet "plblfc  needs". I well recognize
that any one or more gsrsonm  crgra~m  la "tha  public". I'd feel better
lf the objective dealt with meetlog  the needs  of a 'rajorlty of the plbllc
users"  or vas  "In  the overall prbllc  beat interest'.

The RIG'  and  DEIS  treat only lightly with wildlife popllstlons anl the
lqects  they alght  receive. Dlecuselon Fg1lmltedtoaUfu.l  of huntable
species and * couple ofRTE species. Certainly we both know there Is more
wlldllfe  represented on the District than only these species. I'm guessbIg
that much  vlldllfe  data ard consultation probably came froa the ACFD. YOU
must realise  that that organization, while  charged with ranagement of ALL
rlld.llfs  species under State Law,  Is crlented  prlsurlly an3 almost ercluslvely
by Coamiasion policy toward huntable species. I'd suggest that the final
document contain sectlone or subsections dealing with small non-game rammale,
reptiles. non-g-  blmh ud fishes In general. of eapec1a.l  interest would  be
the  Impacts  of Pondsrosa pine  forest  management or P-J thlnnlng actloons
onregional  populatione of mQr&ny  non-gamesongblxde. (a couple of yeal3
sgo.  In Illlnols,  I Y(LB  stopped from * proposed lsnsgement action to enhance
deer habltatbythlnning  an even ~edhardvood  stand.  The ornlthologlsta
conMedthatopening suoh  rstad vould havedraatlc  adverse impscts  on
whole pqulatlolrr  of  neo-tropical warblers  that aeeted in the uppar mld-rest.)
SlAlarly,  I'd love to see eolraone  do an analyele of iqncts  to small wildlife
(voles, reptile+  smallbiAs, etc.) fromliMgxUng  praotlces.

InChapter  IV I YIM  impressed wlththe matrix 8-h to impact analysis.
Given  my bwk@ou& with NWA  (I helpad develop the  initial  Interior guldellnnaa
when I uaa la the Secretary's office)  ud y- with the National Park Servlcs-_ _~

4

5

andvarloue  Hate rarourc4manegeantagenclee.Ilooked  lnthia  Chapter
for * statemnt  or UulyasL  of proposed  management  pactlcea  on the natural
environment. I was  dlaappolnted to note thatyourteu  had dealt in reasonable, 6
sometirss  pair8ul/detti  wltb SccncmiC.  ailtrrrrl,6OCirl  md ?.U  of the
"lodw"  n-tural amhrm.mnh  but hsdscarwly~ntlonadtb  basic,
nrAR&l  em*-t. t.hatr.as,ae Irea&  thewthrustof  EPA.

Lastly, 86 I'maure  you are a- by now,  thelvare.number of editing
0rarslght.e.

I appraclate  the  opportunity to review the RI@ aai  look forward  to getting
together with you and the Council APAL

.

4. See revised text, page U-2.

5. Specific wildlife habitat objectives and on-theground management direction
of game and nongame  species are included in six existing Habitat Manage-
ment Plans (HMPs)  which presently cover the entire district. These plans are
incorporated in the RMP by reference. The objectives of these HMPs  and for
non-game species are found in Appendix 17. The text has been changed in
Table II-l, page 11-25, that further emphasizes the need to incorporate non-
game species needs into management of the public lands. The RMP
provides guidance for HMP revisions (page 11-26).

6. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 1502.15 state that the
“environmental impact statement shall succinctly describe the environment of
the area(s) to be affected. . . . “. The statutory requirement of NEPA is to
prepare ElSs on federal actions significantly affecting the human environ-
ment, 1502.3.

Tee&  A. Reynolds
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

P.  0. Box  1y)86

Intermountain  Fleld Operations Center

January 16. 1990

lienmrandum

To: Dennis Curtis. Bureau of Land Managernew.  Arizona Strip District,
390 North 3050 fast, St. George, Utah 84770

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

Subject: Review of Bureau of Land Management Resources Management Plan and

f

Environmental Impact Statement for the Arizona Strip. Arizona

(3) Bureau of nines  personnel reviewed the subject document relative to possible
impacts on mineral resources and mineral production facilities as requested.

The management plan discusses the mineral deposits in the Arizona Strip with
special emphasis on breccia  pipe  deposits: most recent exploration has been
for uranium In the pipes. Our conrents  on the report are as follows:

Page III-(. Ua suggest that in addition to the gravel deposits
discussed in this section that a description  of the large. although
uneconomic. aeolian  sand deposltr  in the eastern Arizona Strip
(Paris  Plateau) be included in subseguent  versions  of the docrnent.

It also should be rentionod  that several Bureau  of Hines  (GUM)  and
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) mineral investigations have been
conducted In the Arizona Strip. Reports resultino  from the
investigations have been published and  include: Pigeon Canyon.
Neverrhine Mesa. Snap Point, Elnett  Wash. Paria Plateau, Paris
Canyon-Vermilion Cliffs. Kanab Creek. Mt. lruat~ull. and Paiute studv
areis. These publications are available as l ithervB0Fi open file
reports or USGS Bulletins.

Page III-5-under uranium-paragraph  3. Ue believe that It should be
explained that uranium deposits In the Shinarunp  Nmber  of the Chinle
Formation are in ancient stream channels characterized by the
carbonaceous trash typical of such deposits.

zf Uillibm Cochran

1. Large eolian sand deposits, like deposits of building stone, occur in various
areas throughout the district. Widespread occurrences of these commodities
make them only locally significant. As the demand for these commodities is
expected to continue to be minimal over the life of the plan, impacts from
their development are not expected to be significant. It is for this reason that
these commodities were not specifically addressed in the RMP.

2. Thank you for this information. The Management Situation Analysis (MSA)
prepared by the district staff contains base line resource information, current
through mid-1988, from which the RMP was developed. All of the referenced
Bureau of Mines and Geological Survey reports are on file in the district library
and were reviewed during preparation of the MSA. Given the focus of the
RMP on various planning alternatives and their related impacts to resources
on the public lands, it is impractical to include all of the information reviewed
for or referenced in the MSA. The affected environment section of the RMP
contains only a summary of the information contained in the MSA.

3. This information has been added to the text.
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Real! YXRHlD
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TC  : DOI BLM

PROM : ARIZONA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

DATE : Jlnuary  19. 1990

RE : BUREAU OF LAND Y4ANAGWENT
AZ STRIP DIST. EIS DRAFT 15.999
AZ891215800032

This memorandum 18 ln rcsponcc to the above project submitted to
the Arlzorm  St.t. Clearinghoume  for review.

The project haa been reviewed pursuant  to the Rxecutlvc  Order
12372 by cartaln  Arizona State otficlal~  and Regional  Councils of
Government.

Commenta  "tare  received  from the Land Dsmrtment  and the BLH'e
Arizona Strip District  was put on hold &as. ot questiona  Of
its 1ega11ty. When  clarltlc~tlon  troa the state surprsw court
comes through please resubmit your cnvlronmsnt  impact statement.

Commaatm  war. alao  received from thm Arizona Department ot Xerlth
SerViCee, and  Agrlcultur.  mnd HorticulturU  Department. The
ccmm*nt*  ar. 9nc1osed  Lor your lnforaatlon.

Thank you.

Jmlcc  Dunn, Director
Arizona  State Clearinghouse

Attacbmcnt

CC: A?lzona  State Clearlnghouas
Applicant

TO : IAlxr 4)rc is-
Director
Daptof  HealthSewi~
1740 W. Adam St.
Ph0mix.M 8yM7

%A2 Dn4r-m.  Qlty h 304
A!LEnvimn.Qlty  Fm4w-S

*AZ Azircm.  QltyFnlfmA

Because "iether the proposed alternative nor other alternatives suggest a dramatic
increase of human activity in this area, we see no reason for an increase in
public health problems. However. It should be noted that Increased human use
of this region could result in increased human exposure to the vector borne
diseases of tularemla, plague and relapsing fever.

rdc Chief.  Office of Risk Assessnenf  and lnvestiaation TI!.epboN  730-5R5B
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The State Land Department Land Exchange Program vith BLH’s  Arizona Strip
D i s t r i c t  was put  on  ho ld  because  o f  ques t i ons  o f  i t s  l ega l i ty . w e  ace  eurr-
ent ly  awai t ing  c lar i f i ca t i on  f rom the  State  Surpreme C o u r t  t o  s e e  i f  ve vi11
be  ab le  t o  p roceed . I f  we  p r o c e e d  a n d  r e d u c e  o u r  h o l d i n g s  o n  t h e  s t r i p ,  fev
c o n f l i c t s  vith publ i c  land  management  mandates  are  anticipated.

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
Division of Dixasz  Revention
3008 North  3rd Street

Ilow  “OWORD. ~c.“fl.xx3
TED  VII  LMUS.  DlllE”OL

Phoenix, Arizona 85012
(6021  230-5808

J a n u a r y  8 ,  1 9 9 0

Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street
4th Floor
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

To Whom It May Concern:

The Arizona Strip District Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement Draft was referred to this Division for  review and comment. The draft was
reviewed vith particular emphasis on factors that could influence disease causation in
the affected  area.

The reviev  found no health-based reason to object to the proposed plan. Accordingly,
the completed form supporting the proposaal  is returned herewith.

Sincerely,

Steven J.+!ngknder.  M.D., M.P.H.
Assistant  Director

SJElN3Pljls

Eric&sure

cc: Ted Williams

State Health Building 1740 West Adams Street Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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D o e s  not  a d d r e s s  management o f  Endsngered a n d  P r o t e c t e d  p+nr s p e c i e s  or
G r a s s h o p p e r  c o n t r o l .
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I4r. Dennis Curtis, Team Leader
Bureau of tnd Haoogement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Ccorgc,  Utah 84770

Dear  nr. Curtis:

Ve have reviewed your Fkeource  klmagemenc  Plan  and Environmental Impact
Statement (dtafc),  for the Arirooa  Strip District doted November 1989.

It is clear to UC that an extensive amount of time and effort cm the part of
moov  well  aualified  individuals west into the preparation of thin document..
lie are pleased to set the concern fat  the need to protect and enhance the
riparian  habitat adequately addressed in this document. we feel that you hove
mfficiently  considered all aspects of the soil. water. plant. mimal  and
cultural resources  of tbe Arizona Strip Diotrict  - .n area  of diverse
contra*t,  in climate. topography and plant mod animal  life. Proper lenagement
of this  .rea  will indeed be . complex issue. We concur that Alternatfve  2
should be the preferred alternative.
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ylt-  I’
- -United States Department oi the Interior uracr-

GEOLOGICAl. SURVEY
-

BOX 25046 MS.  905
I

I I
DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER. COLORADO 8027.5

Office  of Hlneral  Resources
Branch of Central Mineral Resources

January 29. 1990

HF. Dennis  curtis
Bureau of Land Uenagenent
APiwna  strip District
390 North 3050 East
St George, Utah 84770

Dear  Hr.  curtis:

I recently received a copy of your report on the ‘Arlzone  Strip Dlstrlct”.
which listed  you as the contact person for comoents.
VOlUUle.

It IS  a very attPact1ve
I wee  a bit disappointed that *or-e  wee  not said  about the mineral

potential Of the breccla  pipes.  which Is e”o-“9. In January. 1988 or.  C.
William Lamb requested Information  from the USGS on the breccia pipes. Ue  (I
and Hoyt  Sutphin)  responded with  4 pages of lnformatlon  plus a bibliography of
everything written as of that date on the breccla pipes. I am diseppolnted
that neither the Information. nor any of the references. appear to have been
used in the preparation of your volume, as we  apent  considerable  time
preparing the report. We are alweys  happy to &are  our  expertise with  you,
eepecially  for such  a valuable ccanodity.  but would  orefer  that our
information  be applied to the study. as-we, like  you; do not went  to waste OUP
time. Thank you.

1. Thank you for the information and references on breccia pipes. The Manage-
ment Situation Analysis (MSA) prepared by the district staff contains baseline
resource information, current through mid-1988, from which the RMP was
developed. The geology and mineral resources section of the MSA contains a
number of the references supplied bythe  Geological Survey. In addition, infor-
mation received from the Geological Survey in 1988  was considered in formulat-
ing the mineral resource potential of the district.

Given the focus of the RMP on various planning alternatives and their related
impacts to resources on the public lands, it is impractical to include all of the
information and referencescontained in the MSAin  the RMP document. The af-
fected environment section of the RMP contains only a summary of the informa-
tion contained in the MSA

Karen J. Uenrlch
Geologist
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Marietta  A. Davenport
Badger Creek
Marble  canyon. AZ 86036

02-02

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Usnegement
Arizona Strip District
390 North  3050 East
St. George. Utah 84770

Dr. Mr. Curtis:

First let me thank you for this opportunity to respond to the BLM Arizona
Strip District Resource Management Plan. As an Anerican  and a citizen of
northern Arizona I have very strong feelings regarding the management of
ali public iands.

One item which I believe needs some degree of clarification in your
environmental assessment is the issue of grazing. Granted I understand
that these issues are covered in seperate documents (Vermillion Crazing
EIS's and The Shivwits  EIS 19&J  - S-l). however, they should still be

+ addressed in greater detail in this document. specifically how they fit
I into this document. Without addressing them in greater detail your
g document gives the impression that you ars trying to hide something. And.

with grazing becoming such a heated issue I would think that you would
prefer to be up front with your public. As a public agency you have a
sacred trust to uphold. Again I think that the impacts to all aspects of
your managesent  plan should have a paragraph (at least) regarding "impacts
fmm  range" even if you do not discuss it further elsewhere. Numerous
sites are impacted by grazing activity and this issue must be addressed.
Do you just assume that grazing preempts cultural resources. or lands, or
recreation?

The issue of airport location for Page needs to be addressed more
specifically also. What are the other alternatives aside from Ferry
&ale? I hope that the Ferry Swale location has been deleted from 2
consideration. A few issues that would justify this removal from any

I

future consideration include safety. wilderness impacts and degradation of
aesthetic values.

At one point in time. I know you were considering the possiblility of
removing portions of the Marble Canyon area from impact (II-191  based on
threatened and endangered species, and I see that although you have listed
this in your Alternative 3 that it is omitted from your preferred
Alternative 2. There will be limited impact to recreational use if you
delete these areas for protection of Pediocactus. Have you considered
maintaining areas in the range of this species for pmtection? hhat is
your justification for not including it in Alternative 2? Crazing?
Recreation (which is extremely limited in these areas anyway)?

1. See general response to public comments, page V-9.

2 . Little data exists to do an adequate analysis of the proposed airport in Ferry
Swale. Information needs to be gathered and a thorough alternative site analysis
completed. The city has been requested to furnish this information. The
proposed RMP does not allow an airport in the Ferry Swale area and a plan
amendment would be necessary in order to consider one.

3 . Under the preferred Alternative 2, 10,700 acres of Pediocactus  bradyi will be
placed in an ACEC. See Table II-2 (Management Prescriptions for Special
Management Areas) page 11-44.  Several protective efforts will remove impacts,

such as closing the ACEC to OHVs.



02-02 (continued) 02-02 (continued)

In Alternative 2 you are suggesting development of the Paris Plateau as a
Special Recreation Management Area. Qranted.  the Paria offers amazing
opportunities for recreation. but its isolated nature and its relatively
pristine condition are national treasures. Should you open this area up
for recreation - any further than it is currently? How will you patrol the
area and  guarantee protection of the myriad cultural and natural msoumes.
which are already being damaged and destmyed at sn alarming rate? If your
choice is to open  this area  will you maintian a full time  law enforcement
person to be on permanent and continual patrol  to safeguard sites? How do
you intend to address this issue  otherwise? Knowing that damage is
occurring. especially tc non-renewable cultural msoumes  now how can you
justify this status when your patrols are not even acceptable for current
public use? You may be biting off more than you can chew.

Further. regarding the issue of cultural resources I am concerned about the
discussion on page IV-34 under the  section on Alternative 2 of Impacts to
Cultural Resoucces Fmm  Mineral Resource Exploration and Development.  It
is a verbose raablfng of the laws protecting Cultural Resources. What1  aa
curious to know is 1) why don't you include this discussion under impacts
by other functions tie. recreation. woodcutting,  etc.): 2) and how do you
monitor adherence to these laws? Raving lived on the Arizona Strip for 12

5
years I have familiarized myself with the Strip and various impacts over
time.

2
I know from personal comaunication with locals in Marble Canyon and

Fredonia  that them has bean a considerable impact to sites along the
heavily traveiled mutes used my numemus  individuals who work for the
QlineS. In fact pmfessionals  on archeaological survey in the Kanab  Point
area  noted extensive damage to sites pmviws  tc and during their work.
Utilization of a GIS system overlay of information regarding access tc the
mines and pmximity  of sites to well-traveled roads would probably startle
you as wll as provide you with invaluable management information. Perhaps
sose  of the damage may be attributed to recreational users. but soae  of
these "recreational" users may be workers free  the mines who have located
sites in the course of their work. In fact some personnel am known
"p&hunters". Ha, do you plan to gather information to verify or negate
this concern? I do not mean to accuse the "miners" as a whole, but It only
takes one bad apple. Additionally on this topic I wonder why on page IV-34
that in this minerals section them is not the statement noticed under
other functions to the effect that sites could be vandalized by individuals
working for the mines? Finally, on the topic of Cultural Resources will
the designated ORV areas mcieve  intensive inventory so as to diminish the
impact to sites or will these  areas ba sacrificial?

Sincereiy..

M----d&@==
Marietta A. Davenport

4

5

6

I 7

4. The Canyons and Plateaus of the Paria have been changed to a Resource Con-
servation Area (RCA). A management plan for the RCA will be developed upon
approval of the RMP. The management plan will take into consideration
recreation, cultural resource, and other resource values. Visitor use will be
monitored and may be restricted. An administrative site may be established.
The development of the RCA management plan will include public involvement
and environmental compliance. All RCAs  in the plan have also been proposed as
SRMAs  for budgetary purposes.

5. Monitoring compliance to protective stipulations is addressed in the person
assigned responsibility for the environmental assessments and decision rec-
ords. lt is also evaluated on a random basis by resource specialists. Monitoring
is a critical portion of the NEPA process and the results are available for public
review.

Please refer to the final text, page IV-6 under impacts to cultural resources from
other program activities for a more complete evaluation of all program impacts.

6. A standard statement used in Alternative 1 in the draft to describe impacts from
other programs was omitted from the Mineral Resource Exploration and Devel-
opment section. Please see this section in Chapter IV of the proposed plan,
page W-6.  The impacts of unauthorized use may be reduced but will not be
eliminated by any of the alternatives in this plan.

7 . There are four proposed OHV designations: (1) closed; (2) limited to designated
roads and trails: (3) limited to existing roads and trails, and; (4) open. A cultural
resource inventory would be completed on areas designated as open. There is

presently only one small area near Fredonia proposed for open designation.
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Paul and Martha Strickland
4870 Hornet Drive
Prescott, AZ 86301
February 11, 1989

Dennis Curtis
RUP Team Leader
BLU
39a. 305m
St. George, Utah 84nO

Dear Ur. Curtis:

Ue are writing to express our concern for the magnificent wildlife

area north of the Grand Canyon. All of us in this great state have

unique opportunity and responsibility to preserve this ama for unborn

generations. Please use your good office to assure that air quality and

scenic values are preserved, giving particular attention to reduce the

impact  by "civilization" on threatened and endangered species of life,

and very strict monitoring of any mlnlng  that may be permitted.

Ye will follow with keen Inter-x&the development of alternative

msnagenentplans  for this area. Thank you in advance for hearing and

being sensitive to our concern.

Sincerely.

CCI  Sen. ;o.hn Hays
Reps. Dave Carson and Don kldridge
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Stephen J. Finucane
5724 Utah Ave. N.W.
Washington, DC 20015

Dennis Curtis
BL?4-ASD
3 9IO North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

2/21/90

Re: Draft RMP/EIS  for the Arizona Strip District (November,
1989)

Dear Hr. Curtis,

<
I would like to thank the BIN for the opportunity to comment
on the subject plan, and to commend the overall quality of

8
the research and analyses of the impacts of the
alternatives.

I recognize that you are obligated to give special weight to
the perceptions of local residents in your analyses, but it
appears that too much weight has been given to some-
individuals with vested interests in extractive  industries.
The result of this is a failure to fully recognize the
recreation value and concomitant revenue associated with
recreation-related services.

Evidence of this imbalance first appears on page 2 of the
Summary, where you list the principal mindustries"  of the
area, but fail to mention the tourrsm  industry. Yet, on
page III- 34 and 35, the importance of tourism is
acknowledged. I believe that this is a significant
oversight.

The draw for the tourists are the wild areas and associated
natural values and cultural resources. Accordingly, the
remoteness and natural setting warrant even.more  protection
than proposed in Alternative 3. However, among the
alternatives described, Alternative 3 is the most cost-
beneficial management strategy.

In particular, I support BIW's  designation of the Paria
Plateau as an ACEC. Alternative 3's ACEC prescription
appears to allow the best management of the resources. The
addition of Mt. Trumbull and Parashant to the SRMA list of
Alternative 3 appears to have the best potential for
positive effects on watershed management and
cultural/recreation management. Alternative 3's recreation

1
1. We agree that not including the tourism industry as part of the principal

industriesfor the region wasan  oversight. Please see page S-l forthe  correction.

2. Alternative II recognizes the quality of the resources managed and offersthe best



02-04 (continued)

benefiting proposals will also provide a high sustained
yield of economic benefits for the area.

Critical to preserving the resource is vell regulated OIW
use. The OhV designations in Alternative 3 provide the best
protection against misuse of the land by OHvs.

The assertions on page IV-74 and elsevhere need to be
reviewed, since it appears probable that revenue from
tourism will more than offset any reduction in income 2
resulting from the better management practices associated
with Alternative 3. Although there may be strong support
for near-term economic extractive exploitation by certain
short-sighted local pressure groups, please remember that
the resource is a national resource of the quality of a
international treasure, and merits a level of protection
commensurate with that status.

Alternative 3's W classification appears to be the best
proposed. Preservation of the visual resource should be a
critical management concern, given the breadth of potential
challenges.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. I completed my
undergraduate work in biology and environmental science in
Arizona, and have backpacked extensively in the Paria area.
Since I came to Washington, D.C., I have returned to the
area frequently, bringin others to invest their scarce
leisure time in the spir t-renewing experiences available ins
the Arizona Strip District.

Sincerely,

4+iEi-Step en

02-04 (continued)

resolution for the management of those resources. Alternative II meets BLM
multiple-use mandate and allows resource protection to the valueswhich might
be impacted with less restrictive management goals. Thus, tourism would be
enhanced with Alternative II as it provides a balanced approach to management
of resources on the Arizona Strip.
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Stephen Schmidt
P-0.  Box 1138
Tuba City, AZ
86045

Dear BLM;

1 would like  to offer my support for Alternative 3 of
the Arizona  Str ip  E-1-S.. As a hiker. photographer and a
teacher. I feel  that these unique  wilderness lands should
be protected for future generations to use and appreciate.
Our backcountry is becomeing  more and more impacted by
development interest. At the same time. the population of
backcountry users,  such as myself .  is ever increaslng.

As a teacher trained  f i r s t  a5 a  b o t a n i s t .  I  rea l ize  t h e
importance of protecting habitat fran careless destruction.
1 have wltnessed  major habitat destruction to plants and
animals by both ORV’s  and cattle. fluch  of  this  in  areas
such as the Paris  p lateau.

I would like to take the time to also point out that
many tlmes people who use an area for short periods  while
exploring and sight yeelng  do not register with the Forest
Service. BLW. or whan ever’s land they may be on. There
have been many t imes where I  myself  did  not  reg ister  at  a
speci f ic  sight, even when spending a night. Other times I
way in areas without a reglster available. The reason I
mention thls Is that I noticed in the E-1-S.  how hours of
use were  calculated for  an  area , yet I am sure that these
are often extremely conservative. I realize that you must
use solid hard data. I also ask that you keep in mind the
margin of error and realize the growing demand for
experiancing  the isolation and beauty of these special
areas. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely. .ws
S ephen Schmidt
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

WESTERN REGION
r,O GOlDENGATE  AVENUE.BOX 3606,
SAN FR.4NC1SCO.CALIFORNIA9.102

L7619(‘WRRP)

February 20, 1990

M e m o r a n d u m

T o : District Manager, Arizona Strip District Dffica,  Bureau of Land
M a n a g e m e n t
Attention: Dennis Curtis

From: AcrIncRegiond  Director, Western Region

S u b j e c t : . D r a f t  R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n  a n d  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t ,
B u r e a u  o f  Land  M a n a g e m e n t  A r i z o n a  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t ,  U t a h  a n d  A r i z o n a
( D E S  B9/26)

We have reviewed the subject p&n and environmental impact  statement. The
f o l l o w i n g  c o m m e n t s  r e f l e c t  t h e  c o m b i n e d  a n d  i n d i v i d u a l  ooncams  o f  b o t h  our
W e s t e r n  a n d  R o c k y  M o u n t a i n  R e g i o n a l  offices a n d  t h o s e  o f  G r a n d  C a n y o n  N a t i o n a l
P a r k .  G l e n  C a n y o n  a n d  L a k e  M e a d  N a t i o n a l  R e c r e a t i o n  A r e a s  a n d  P i p e  S p r i n g
N a t i o n a l  M o n u m e n t

GENERAL COMMENTS

M a n a g e m e n t  o f  t h e  A r i z o n a  S t r i p  District  i s  o f  concern  t o  t h e  N a t i o n a l  P a r k  S e r v i c e
(NPS) because many of the lands included in the phn are near National Park
System units. The outstanding scenic and geologic resources for whii these park
units were established extend well beyond park bxndaries  to indude  areas
m a n a g e d  b y  t h e  B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  ( B L M ) .

W e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  i n t e n t  o f  t h e  F e d e r a l  Land  P o l i c y  a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  A c t  a n d  t h e
nationwide agreement between our two agencies  requires that impacts to 1. The document now contains a section on impacts to adjoining lands. See

surrounding lands be analyzed. Atso,  we believe that a complete discussion of how Chapter IV, page W-30.
current and projected uses on  BLM lands near park units might impact significant 1
park resources and values is required by the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEC) regulakons  at 40 CFR 1X32.16 (c). Accordingly, our comments and
recommendations are provided to surface OUT  concerns in order to assist you in
s a t i s f y i n g  t h e s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s .
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Overall, we consider  the phn’s  Altsrnative  3 as preferable because it provides more
protection to lands  ahQUOUS  to our management units-particularly Grand Canyon
National Park and Lake  Mead National Recreation Area Thff  alternative appears the
most compfementary  to and consistent with our management goals.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

A. Mining Activities

1) The major importance of this plan with respect  to minerals management relates
to locatable minerals. Proposed actions will have little effect on fluid minerals
because of the low potential for substantial exploration or production. Mineral
materials are available in such abundance in the area that even the most restrictive
of the alternatfves  should have  life  effect on their availability.

2) The BLM  and mine  operators on the Arizona  strip have demonstrated a good
record of environmental concern and sensitivity to impacts to park resources. The
major impacts have been vandalism to cultural sites resulting from improved access
to remote areas of Grand Canyon National Park. For thii reason, the management
status of lands immediately outside of park boundaries is a concern. Alternative 3
provides the best protection for park units because of the establishment of Areas of
Critical Environmental Concem (ACEC) and Special Recreation Management Areas
(SRMA) adjacent to park boundaries. The establishment of Parashant and Mt
Trumbull SRMA,  and ACEC at Marbts  Canyon, Paria Plateau, Wnch  Pool,  and
Napmaweap  are frnportant  for the protection of park  values indudi~  remoteness
and visual integrfty.  Alternative 3 is not overly restdhe  because it provides  for
special  stipulations  to be set aside  if focal oondiis  warrant and adverse impacts
can be mitllated.  This alternative provkfas  the best assurance that special
resources concerns will be fully considered.

02-06 (continued)

3) The IocataMe  minerals scenario in  Appendix 31 does not indude  a projection for
acres of disturbance from development. Cnly  disturbance from exploration is

Projections for acres of disturbance resulting from locatable mineral resource

included. This is apparently an oversight, because further development of breccia I
2 2.

development were included on page A-62 of the draft RMP/EIS.

pips deposits is likely.

4) There is an apparent error in Appendibc 11, the table sho&g the availabilfty  of
lands for fkrid minerals leasing. The total number of acres to be managed under 3 3. The Appendix has been changed to reflect this comment.
Category C is listed as 137,630, while adding acreage under the  discussion of
Category C totals 404,400  acres. Other figures  in this table may  also be inaccurate.
Otherwise, the infomation  on fluid minerals availability presented in Appendices 9
through 12 appears to be accurate and useful.

5) The redamation  stipulations in Appendix 5 are an excellent inclusion. The
statement that the stipulations will not be  applied to all such actions should be 4.
strengthened by adding, ‘however, suitable site  specific stipulations will be applied t

Appendix 5 has been changed to reflect these concerns.
4

each action in order to minimize long-term impacts and ensure that the site is
effectively reclaimed.’ Stipulation number 6 can be improved by allowmg  some
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flexibility in the reclemation  schedule so that planting or seeding can be done during
the most appropriate season. Newly-redaimed  sites must be fenced to exdude
liistodc  until perennial  species become well-esb&lished  and reprcductlve.  It should
be stipulated that BLM may require aazess  roads to be located and designed to
minimize erosion, dust, or inpacts  to cultural and visual resources, and wildlife

6) Reclamatiin  stipulations should be  expanded to include stipulations specific to oil
and oas ooerations. Suooested  additions to Aopendi  5 include: 1) the removal of
all pits and drilling muds:>) remova I and prop& disposal of all oil contaminated
soils. 3) production  equipment must meet all minimum state standards for safety and
envir&%ental  protection, and 4) maintenance or haul trucks should usa  mitigating
measures such as spill-prevention equipment and appropriate schedules to avoid
disturbing sensitiie  wildlife.

7) The potential  noise-related influences of mining operations should be evaluated,
spediily  with respect to the range of noise from typical mining activities  in en area
such as the Kanab Plateau and the predicted influence on areas within parklands.
This should also indude  evaluations of chronic vs. acute noise intrusions and the
influence on wildlife including that on adjacent parklands.

8) Wnh the management fccus  being preservation cf natural backcountry
dwacterlstlks  end associated recreational values within SRMA’s,  it seems
wntradiiory  to continue mineral activities within designated SRMA’s.  Mineral
activities create definite impacts which dish backcountry characteristics and in
most fnstances  they require new roads. (A stated management objective for
SRMA’s  was that new roads would no(  be allowed.)

B. Guttural  Resources

1) No reference is dted for the prehistoric cultural chronofogy  presented on page
IV-11 and nc archeologii  references are provided in the bibliography. What is ths
sourcs  of the term “Neo-Archaic AD.  1200  - AD. 1540’?  It is not widely  accepted
theoretical  usage, not in keeping with the state’s archeokJgical  @atming  contexts,
and is misleading in that it implies a change or reversion to a.way  of life that has
not  been substantiated archeologically.

2) The plan does not document consultation with the Arizona State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) as parl  of the compliance  process. This consuftation
should also be requested to assess the management plan’s compatibility  with the
State’s cultural resources planning units as noted above.

3) We are concerned with one major  weakness in the Appendix 13 cn Cultural
Resources Management Guidelines. This is the appropriate section to discuss the
compliance  process, regulatory mandates, and the evaluation process. However,
there is no discussion of National Register criteria, how sites are determined to be
significant, which sites are to be preserved 01  studied, etc. What are the decision

4

5. Reclamation and operating requirements of Appendix 5 would apply to all
resource use or development proposalsas needed. The reclamation of drill sites
is required by the current regulations and Onshore Oil and Gas Orders. Specific
requirements for reclamation are addressed at the time of submission review
and approval. The enforcement of state standards concerning safety and
environmental protection is the responsibility of the respective state agency.
BLM wordinateswith the respective state agencies when reviewing applications
for oil and gas exploration and development on federal lands. Lease stipulations
limiting exploration operations to certain timesof yearwere  proposed in the draft
RMP/EIS to protect sensitive wildlife species.

6. See text change, page IV-32 (impacts to adjoining lands).

7 7 . Please refer to the amended Bibliography, page A-93 and page 111-7.  The term
Neo-Archaic is used by archaeologists involved in current research on the

Arizona Strip.

8 8. The Arizona State Historic Preservation Office personnel are consulted in the
preparation of the RMP (page V-4).

9 9. The BLM’s  management as a federal agency is directed in cultural resource
evaluation by the National Register of Historic Places eligibility criteria. To date,
random sample has not been applied to any eligibility evaluation.
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making  criteria? Is it BLM’s  internal site ranking system, the National Register, or is
it assumed that a random sample of a particular  ske type includes all identified sites
of that type regardless of integrity and/or other factors?

4) The index lists other scoping issues and envirmtai cmcemsbutdoesmt
list  wltural  resoufces. I 10

5) The Perashant  is an area with high potential for discovery of significant cultural
resources. We encourage cultural resource inventories within the area

6) Grand Canyon National Park inventories document in excess of 170 cultural
resource sites within the limited areas surveyed in the park (and there may be a
similar density on BLM lands). Many areas remain unsurveyed and are pristine in
both culturel  and natural resource conditions. The wealth of cultural resources on
the Kanab Plateau warrants zoning for stricter preservation/protection.

C. Management Zoning and Visitor  Use

Tis 1) The discus&n  of impacts in the document should be expanded to include
impacts to several large lahd holdings adjacent to BLM-administered lands covered
in .the  plan, including the  various park  unks, Kaibab National Forest, and the  Kaibab

I

Indian Reservation. Many management actions taken under this plan will certainty
1
1 1

impact these resources, and these impacts should be considered when evaluating
alternatives. Ooe  possible  method  of addressing these land holdings would be to
indude  a special section h the Environmental Impact Statement entitled ‘Impacts To
Non-BLhl  Lands Whim and Adjacent To the District.

12

2) The Kanab  Ptateau  is an area with trnportant  resource values, remote in
character, and significant in biological and resource diversity. We request that the
BLM consider zoning the &nab  Plateau along the Grand Canyon National Park
boundary as ‘Limited to Designated Roads and Traits’, and possibly, as an “Area of
Critical Environmeotal  Concern’. Resources on the Kanab Plateau within Grand
Canyon National Park have been impacted as a result of past activities on adjoining
lands. Marry of these impacts can be eliiinated or at least reduced through zoning
for stricter control. This  should reduce the potential for impacts stemming from
sanctioned activities in&ding  ‘casual use’. While law enforcement can be
applicable as a mttigation  tool, its use must rely on the limited numbers of personnel
available to both BLM and NPS. Consequently, zoning with  management
restrictions, should prove to be a more effective method of resource protection.

3) Visual resource classification is  a major concern due to the spectacubr scenic
nature of much of the District We question why most lands located adjacent to
park units  are not designated as class I areas? Marry  of these lands have scenic 13
qualiiies which  are directly viewed by park visitors. Also. a class I visual  resource
management classificatfon  would help protect these lands from potential future
developments which might conflict with NPS policies and management objectives or
park resources and values.

10. Please see Index page A-97 and the changes on page S-3.

11. The document now contains a section on impacts to adjoining lands (p. IV-30).

12.  ACEC designations highlight areas where special management attention is
needed to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural
and scenic values, fish or wildlife resources or other natural systems or proc-
esses; or to protect human life and safety from natural hazards. ACECs  must
meet relevance and important criteria as outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 before they
are considered for designation. ACECs  are not designated merely to provide a
buffer to other areas such as wilderness or national park. The areas you have re-
ferred to as adjacent to the Grand Canyon National Park’s northern boundary
have been considered, but do not meet the ACEC criteria.

BLM has already coordinated and closed roads along the northern boundary of
the Grand Canyon National Park.

13. Visual Resource Management Class I is, by definition, assigned only to areas
which have a special designation such as Wilderness or Natural Areas. Class I
objectives allow for only natural ecological changes. See Appendix 20 page A-
67for a more complete description about each class. Curvisual inventorieswere
used to define needed protection based on an area’s own merits, scenery, views,
and sensitivity.
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4) The inproved  visitor services proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 will be
beneficial. These effons  should include infcnnation  on National Park System and
National Forest lands in the area, and the differtng management of these lands.
Thii information should help to reduce conflicts for recreation& and land managers
caused by a lack of knowledge of boundaries and permitted activftll.

D. Pest Management

1) We did not find references in the plan  to integrated pest management (IPM)
activities. It would seem appropriate to reference objectives for pest insed  (such as
grasshopper) control programs, general prescriptive restrictions for these programs,

, 4

and indiidual  project review procedures. As examples, prescriptive restrictions  for
grasshopper control could indude  no Malathii or other pest-tide having potential
impact tn prey base or food chain within 10  miles of known or high potential habit
of endangered or threatened bird species, and no Malathion  or other pesticide
having potential ecosystem impacts  (Le.,  effects on pollinating  species)  within 3 miles
of endangered plant populations.

2) ft would be appropriate to invofve  the Naticnal  Park Service h review of IPM
activities on lands adjacent to its management units.

E. Water Resouces

1) The plan should indicate how oompliica  with the State of Arizona’s Non-point
Source Water Duality  Management Pian  will affect grazitg  activities and thus water- ’ 5
shed management

2) The doa~rnent  states that appropriated water rights wifl  be sought within state
water law. The discussion of thii action  shoukf  be expanded to explici@  state that
rights to hstream  flows will be sought to protect fish and wildlife  hat&at,  end other
resource values. Such an action was proposed in tha recent draft Dii Resource
Area Resource Management Plsn  (Utah).

16

F. Wlldlffe Management

1) Several references are made to introduction of small game speoies  in varicus
areas under wildlife  resource discussions. Spe&cally Table II-1 on page II-27
discusses introduction  of the Kaibab squirrel into ponderosa pine habitat at 17
Pan&ant  under both Alternatives 2 and 3. In the lack of definitive evidence that
Kaibab squirrefs  were ever native to the Parashant, National Park Service policies are
clearly opposed to such an kttroduction  into areas adjacent to the park where they
are likely to become established in the  park We would propose a buffer zone to
eliminate patentid  for any such introduction to establish the Kaibab squirrel in Lake
Mead NRA. In any went, the NPS should be consulted as a technical committee
participant prior  to any such introductions.

14. See Comment 04-13-19

Pest management problems are “Activity Plan” level actions and are handled on
a case-by-case basis through the environmental analysis process that includes
tiering to the programmatic EIS prepared by USDI  and APHIS. This process
involves a consideration of all suggested mitigation and restrictions and a public
review that includes interagency coordination.

15.  The BLM is working with ADEQ to develop a state handbook of Best Manage-
ment Practices for livestockgrazing  on Arizona’srangelands. The handbook will
address grazing activities and watershed management. These will be incorpo-
rated into activity level plans that will have public review.

16. Since issuing the Draft RMP/EIS,  BLM has filed for instream  flows on the full
length of the Virgin River within Arizona, including Beaver Dam Creek at its
confluence with the Wrgin River.  An instream  flow study to quantify needs
started in the fall of 1990. Ongoing data collection was initiated in the spring of
1939 on both streams. The purpose of the instream  flow rights is tp protect fish
and wildlife habitat and all other multiple use resource values. Other streams
may be evaluated for their needs for instream  flow water rights.

17. See text change Table II-l,  page B-27.  Kaibab squirrel would not be trans-
planted in the Parashant area unless it is demonstrated that they once inhabited
the area. Any implementation of a transplant of Kaibab squirrels into areas where
they do not presently occur, would require development of a plan and review of
the proposed action by all concerned parties. The National Park Service would
be consulted concerning any transplants into the Parashant.
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2) Map III-15 on page III-55 designates pomorts  of Lake Mead NRA as either
‘critical” or ‘nor&t&al’  burro habitat. We would like to note that there is no 18
authority  for designation by the BLM of any NPS lands as burro management ncx
any other management ptiotity  area

31  Table S-7 on oaoe  S-15 states. under Attentative  3 that SRMA  desicmation  cuuld l
&rease  visitor &e &d have nag&e impacts on wildlife. We feel that other
desionations  available, all  less restrictive to multiple uses than SRMA’s,  will  have I 19
gre$er direct habitat impacts through land disturbances, and also create more roads
which will create greater impacts to wikllii  than SRMA  designations. I

0. Grazing

1) We recommend that the plan indude  a discussion of the monitoring method
used for the range utilization  analysis and future utilization  monitoring. Will the 20
Potential Natural Community system be used?

5
g

2) In Appendix 2.  the Vermillton  Resource Area table for “Rangdand
Trend/Utitiion  as of 1988” should include the following allotments in Glen Canyon

21
National Recreation Area:

- Blue Pock, Utah
- Ferry Swale,  Utah
- Wahweap, Arizona

3) There are dkcus&ns  under Alternatives 2 and 3 concerning holding the I
Parashant grazing allotment. currently closed to grazing, es art -emerge&y  use cr
rotation area. We consider that portion of the Parashant allotment within  the take I 22
Mead NRA as closed to grazing,.and  will not authorize any new licenses for
that area.

I

H. Other

1) tt would be appropriate to reference stand replacement (regrowth) assumptions
and research for the areas proposed for timber harvesting;  also, list the harvest
acreage targets and any management assumptions for sustaining harvest and

23

regrowth.

2) We recommend additional monitoring programs to assure attainment of
management objectives outlined in the plan. Examples of appropdlate  monitoring I 24
programs: vegetation analysk (number of acres or allotments evaluated per year);
visitor impact (cydic)  irwentory/anatysk  for cultural sites (sites per year); trail
standards/condition inventory (mites or traits/year); and, fence condiion  monitoring
(miles per year).

18.

19.

20.

21

The reference of concern regarding designation of burro habitat has been
deleted.

The designation of a Special Recreation Management Area would logically be
expected to increase visitor use which would in turn result in increased human
activity that adversely affects wildlife. Other types of designations such as
Resource Conservation Areas would also involve some possible adverse im-
pactson  wildlife, dependent on the multiple use management programs imple-
mented. R  is difficult to determine which type of designation would most impact
wildlife until specific management programs are developed for the areas and the
environmental impacts analyzed.

Appendix 4 contains a resource monitoring and evaluation plan (pages A-9 to A-
12). The approved RMP will contain a detailed monitoring plan. Inclusion of the
“Potential Natural Community System” will be considered.

The Blue Pools and Ferry Swale Allotments will have monitoring studies when an
AMP is developed for the allotment. This will occur in the early 1990s. Wahweap
allotment is in a custodial status and not slated for a management plan. See
Custodial description on Appendix 3.

22.  The only portion of the Parashant allotment to be used for emergency grazing
use is the BLM administered portion.

23. These comments imply that a commercial forestry or timber management
program is involved. Incorporation of the suggestions is not appropriate since
the ponderosa pine forests are designated as Category C and will be managed
for the enhancement of other uses ratherthan on commercial forestry or timber
management and harvest.

24. Appendix 4 outlines a general monitoring plan for the RMP. More detailed
procedures will be developed in the approved plan and in activity plans.
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3) We suggest that Pii  Spring National Monunent be shown on the large map
I

25 25.  See change on map located in map pocket.
kxatedinthemappocket.

4) During the preliminary scoping for this plan, the Page, Arizona, landfill site on
public lands west of Glen Canyon National Recmetfon  sea  was discussed. We note
that this tandfill was not mentioned in thii draft. tt is our understanding that any

26 26. This is an activity plan level action and was not included in the RMP. However,

changes to the present Mndtill  would require addiiond environmental cornptlance. additional environmental compliance work will be completed if the present
landfill is moved or substantially alters its present procedures.

5) We commend the Arizona Strip District for their conscientious review of streams
in their distrid  for potential wild and scenic rtver  designation. We concur with their
-ate and con&e  findings regarding the Vugin and Parka  Rivers.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon this plan. Cur contacts
for questions or further information on the above comments are:

Rocky Mountain Regional Cftice:
Michael  Duwe - (303~9S92S30)

Western Regional office;

Y
Jim Huddlestun - (415) SS63313

E Grand Canyon National Park:
Jerry  Mitctlell  (S32) S3S-7xt

Lake  Mead National Recreation Area:
Kent Tuner (702)  2938935

Regional Director, Rocky Mountain Region
Suoerintendent.  Grand Canvon National Park
Superintendents  Lake Mead-National  Recreation Area
Chief, Branch  of Interagency Archeological Services, Western Region
Chii, Environmental C&rarity Division,  National Park service
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Northern Ar izona ’
Council of Governments

n?-. Dennis  Curt is March 5. 1990
Burrau  of Land Managcnrmt
Flrizona  Strio  Dist r ict
330  North 3050 East
st. Lirorpr,  UT .34no

Dear  Hr. Curt is :

UC  rcccived  a copy of the  Draft  Fn-izona  Str ip  District  Resow-CC
Kanapenont  Plan and Enviromrntsl  Iaprcf  Strtmmt  from  the  Arizona
State  Clcaringhoure  and ~lr(  surpr ised to  see  that  wither  thr
Northern Clrironr  Council of Qovrrnmrntr  nor the  Western  Arizona
Council of SoverrmRntr  uep~  on thr lirt of agencies you had  consulted
dam-in@  devcloparrnt  o f  t h r  EIS. Ye also  noted  that.  f rom the  l i s t  of
agencies  on page  V-4. you may  not have contact-d thm Rrizonr
Deprrtmmnt  of Enviromntrl  Qual i ty . UI  belirvc  that these agencies
need to be added to thr list of l pcncicr with whom YOU  makr  contact
rrprrding’thir  EIS M  that  they  em  rrrpond  from their  persolctivu.

Rftcr  rrviruing  the  documnt. wa  havr  th r  f o l l ow ing  commmntrr

1 .  kcording  the  t h r  FIritonr  Department  o f  Envoronmentrl  Duality
km-Point  sourer  hcrr-nt, ovalurtmd  data  from USFS  in format ion far
the  Str io  area  show  rrdiuntation  and turbidity  fran  grazing
l rtivitirr: homvw, “specific  data  from BLM about prrrinp  impacts on 2
Mater qual i ty  (am)  Q-nrrlly  Ircklnp’. On  PIQC  111-14.  y o u r  reoort I

St  rtes ‘Over  36 perrpnt  o f  thr  dirtrict  *r  in  category  IV ,  unratir-
factory rrosion  condition, . . . *. Watershed  ac t iv i ty  llccds  hrvr  been
idrntifisd  b y  thm  BLM.  hwvrr, due  to lmek  of funding, many  watershed
act iv i ty  plrnr  have  not yet  brcn  wr i t ten . WC  w-t  co&erned  about the
potontirl  inprctr  o f  thim  rrorion  on rat-r  auallty I n  t h e  Calorrda
River  and  i t s  t r ibutar ies  and U-Q-  the  BLM  +o co&l&r  thoc  ac t iv i ty
plans  and to rml=ratm  measwws to mitigate thr W-arion  from there
IreaC.

2. Paps  III-32 lists  over 5200  q ilrr of unpaved and 4-wheel  drive
roads. UI  belirvr  that  both thr  pmrnt  and the ProJKted  UIC of
these  roads  poses  l significant impact to air  quality in the  area,  yet
on paQC  IV-6 your t-rport  rtrtrs “Fupittvc  dust is  not conrldcrcd  l

pollutant cubJect  to frdrral  or  rtrtc  rcgulrtions’  and  the  agency is
apparently  Wt  PlWninQ  t0 takm  m y  -.s”-I  t o  ,,reVLnt  the  incrcarc
of this pollutant l s futurr  use  i-raer. We  urge  the SLM  to  take  .
nor=  aQQrcssivc  stance  in this rcgrrd  and to  poss ib ly  ident i fy  t h e
present and future  higher  volurr  roads  and traiLs  in-the  area-mlch
contr ibute  larpe  quantit ies  of fusutivr  dust M  that  oorriblc
mitigatinp  nw?asw-es  can bm ident i f i ed  and  evaluated.

1. The Northern Arizona Council of Governments, the Western Arizona Council of
Governments and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality have been
added to our mailing list.

2 . The Vermillion and Shivwits  Livestock Grazing Environmental Statements of
1979 and 1980 discuss grazing impacts to all resources.

3. Fugitive dust from roads is a localized situation dependent upon the number,
weight and speed ofvehicles, number of wheels, silt and moisture content of the
road surface and wind speed. Modeling, using the Industrial Source Complex
(ISC)  dispersion equation, was done in mine site EAs to assess the effect of ore
hauling on roadsleading from uranium mines. Dust clouds are of short duration
due to setting velocities which cause deposition of most particulate within a few
hundred meters of the roads for TSP concentrations and deposition of most
PM10 particulate within one to two thousand meters. All modeling calculations
showed that maximum TSP and PM10 concentrations for long-term (annual)
and short-term (24 hour) periods were well below EPA particulate standards.
Again, we must stress that fugitive dusts are not subject to state or federal
regulations. The various mine site EAs are available for review in the district
office.

A study of road use is presently underway. When enough data is available for
accurate ranges of use, an analysis of use and fugitive dust will be made.
Appropriate mitigating measures will be initiated, but the driving forcesforaction
will likely be visual concerns and/or degradation of the road base rather than air
quality.
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D,-.tt RWP/EIS  for FIrxzOnr  Strip 3/s/90

UI rpprrciatm  thr opportunity to connrnt  on this  draft Rmsourr~
Hanagsz.mnt  Pl.n/Environrmtrl  Irprct  StrtPvnt and look fomm-d to
additional cownunicrtiom with your agency.

ct Bill Rilry,  WFICW

2 of 2
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1 . See text change, Appendix 20, page A-67.
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United States Department of the Interior

LW  lLn.l  UIL.  70 :

L7619(LAKE-R)

March 12, 1990

Memorandum

To: District Manager, Arizona

From: Superintendent, Lake Mead

Subject: Draft Resource Management

Strfp  District, Bureau of Land Hanagenent

National Recreation Area

Plan for the Arizona Strip District

Ye appreciate the opportunity to meet with George Cropper and Dennis  Curtis

5
to discuss the draft Reswrce HaMgeuv?nt  Plan for the Arizona Strip District.
The following are conm%ents  which we discussed with them as we worked through

%
the plan.

Generally, we feel that we share simflar  management philosophies and objectives
for the area. Our objectives are to maintain the remote  character and back-
country experience opportunities now available. Our current management  posture
calls for leaving National Park Service lands undeveloped. If use Increases to
necessitate ft in the future, we may have to deslgnate  primitive caaping  areas
(no facilities) and a permit system, but there is no planning at the present
tfme  to do so. We encourage use of the Special Recreation Management Area
designation for Bureau of Land Management lands adjacent to National Park
Service Lands to emphasize recreational opportunfties  of the area.

Ye would  like to work with yw in development of joint  management plans to
encourage the continufng  use of this area as a discovery and backcountry
experience. Particularly. we feel we should jointly develop standards and
objectives for the concesslon  and comhercial  tour  proposals for the area.
Perhaps we could develop joint planning untilirlng  a concept such as "Limits
of Acceptable Change" to provide a basis for approprfate.recreational  oppor-
tunities and facilities.

Specifically,  there are discussions under Alternatives 2 and 3 concerning
holding the Parashant grazing allotment.  currently closed to grazing, as an
emergency use or rotation area. We consider that portion of the Parashant
allotment within Lake Mead  National Recreation Area as closed to grazing, and 1
would prefer not to authorize any new permits or licenses for that area. We
would like to have the Lake Mead portion removed from the Parashant allotment.

In related range management matters, we request that the practice of chaining
and planting grasses for range improvement not be conducted adjacent to the I

2

1 . Cattle grazing on the Lake Mead National Recreation area’s portion of the
Parashant allotment will remain closed to grazing as it has been since the mid-
1980s.

2 . The land treatment policy of the BLM is todo  land treatmentwhere environmen-
tally and economically sound. Native plants are seeded when available and
economical. Studies on the Arizona Strip demonstrate there has been no
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recreation araa  boundary, as we have management and policy concerns relatfng
I

2
to potential  spread of exotic grass spedes.  Slmflarly.  for aesthetic and
biologlcal reasons, we would prefer that no tislber clearing occur imediately
adjacent to the boundary.

problemwithexoticseeded grassesspreading. ltisverydifficultto  maintainthe
exotic grasses. Theygenerallyare crowded out by native speciestothe point
that after 254Oyearsthe exotic grasses are non-existent. No clear cutting of
timber is planned.

Map 111-15.  Page III-%. designates portfons of Lake Mead National Recreation
Area as either "critical' or 'non-critical' burro habitat. Since there  is no 3
authorfty for the designation by the Bureau of Land Management of any National

3 .  Seeresponse02-06-18

Park Service lands as to burro management habitat. we would like those designa-
tions to be deleted.

Several references are made to introduction of small game species in various
areas under wildllfe  resource dlscusslons. Specifically, Table II-l, Page II-
27. discusses introduction of the Kaibab squirrel into ponderosa pine habitat 4 4. See response02-06-17.

at Parashant under both Alternatives 2 and 3. With the lack of definitive evi-
dence that Kaibab squirrels were ever native to the Parashant, National Park
Service polfcfes  are clearly opposed to such an introduction in to areas withln
the recreation area, or in areas where they are likely to migrate into and
become established within the park. Ye would propose a buffer zone to eliminate
potential for any such fntroduction  to establish the Kaibab squfrrel in Lake
Mead National Recreation  Area; in any event, we would like  to be consulted as
a technical comnlttee  participant prfor to any introductions.

The Vfsual Resource Management Altematlve 2 map (preferred). Page 11-77.  shows
class 2 or class 1 areas listed along the majority of our boundary. ufth  some
exceptlons  in the Andrus and Parashant Canyon areas. Viewsheds are an important
component of National Park Service  resources and objectives and we would prefer
to see a deslgnatlon  of class 1 or 2 along the entire boundary.

The map of Off-highway Vehfcle  Designations  Alternatfve 2 (preferred, Page
11-73.  shows a prOpOSed  designation of 'limited to designated roads and trails" I
for the majorlt)  of the recreation area boundary except-for the Andrus and
Parashant Canyon areas and the Yellow John Mountain area. As we manage off- s
highway vehicles under regulations similar to your 'limited to designated roads
and trails.' we feel it would be less confuslng to the vlsftor  and more
managerially consistent to extend that designation along the entire boundary.

5. The olateau between Andrus and Parashant Canvon weren’t included in the
“limited to designated roads and trails” designation because the terrain and
limited resource values in the area didn’t warrant closing off the area. BLM will
coordinate its transportation plan with Lake Mead Nf3A to complement their
designation system.

National Park Servfce  Consfderatfons

As discussed at our meeting, we encourage your intended development of more
detailed informatlon  concerning the impacts of your porposed management upon
units of the National Park System. As mentioned before, viewsheds  are an 6
important resource: therefore, we would prefer that special designations such
as Resource Conservation Areas, or preferably, Special Recreation Management
Areas, be made to the extent possfble adjacent to the recreation area boundary.

6. See the new section in Chapter IV “Impacts to Adjoining Lands” for an analysis
of proposed management impacts to the National Park system.
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The proposed introduction of small game spedes  1s another subject which could
impact  National Park Service areas. Any proposed wildlife introductions adja-
cent to National Park Service areas should include a detafled  analysis of poten-
tial impacts or dispersals into Natfonal  Park Service  areas.

Ye appreciate  the opportunity to discuss your draft Resource Hangeuent  Plan and
your Interest in our concerns. Ue look forward to working with  you In coopera-
tive management of the unique resources and recreational opportunities of the
A r i z o n a  Strfp.

Alan O'Neill
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Il.  Curtis
BUGArizona  Strip District
390 N. 3050 E.
st. George, UT 84770

Narch  5. 1990

Enclosed are ny conments  on the Arizona Strip W-EIS dated Nov. 1989.
I support nest  of Alternative 3 for the Arizona Strip RW-EIS.  Suggested
changes include:

--acreage transfer of nineral  land should be reduced even more (less than
5000 acres).

d g
--stricter regs  OD all riparian  areas--lessAbovine  use should be emphasized.
--increased visitation use should be discouraged in all areas  of the Arizona-

Strip. Increased recreational visitatiion  has a negative impact on the

wildlife, land. and other resources.
-No new roads or improvements of any kind anywhere for any reasons. Just

leave  all roadsas  is. Some areas  should be restricted-especially
to ruthless ORV "se. ORV's  should he banned on the AZ Strip-such es
quadrunners. 3--wheelers.  and motorcycles. dune buggies. and other
abusive machines to the delicate Landscape.

-historical and archeological sites (including sensitive and pristine sites)
should not be "flagged" for public visitation or use. No signs or maps. please!
Desce&i on of these sites  is a serious problem--especially vith the graving
populations of the St. George axea.

--No expanded or improved visitor services. It means  less use and abuse to
the Strip!

--Why was the SCS soils info not included in the IMP-EIS?  Host  of the Strip
has been soil mapped by the SCS.

1

--All  special status animal  species should be given top priority to their
I

-
species preservation.

--ALL  ORV use on the Strip especially just south of St. George  should be
banned and strictly enforced. These delicate clay hills (Chinle  Formation)

*here  the raewhite popp,  grows should be preserved from the permananent  dc--eje.  Sd
scsrring  of wheeled vehicles. Gypsum  end other mining in the area should be
banned or strictly monitored. ,&il

--Right-of-way  corridors should be Eurther  reduced to i mile  or less.',,No more
powerlines  should be allowed to be built across the Strip anywhere.

1 . The SCS soils information is regarded as part of the Management Situation
Analysis (MSA),  not the RMP. When data for the Vermillion and Shivwits
Resource Area is complete it will be incorporated by reference into the MSA (see
page I-3 for the relationship of the MSA to the RMP).
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-stop all hunting the Kaibab  Squirrel. llerriam's  Turkey, Desert Bighorn

Sheep, and “non-game animals".
--all spring and seeps, etc. should be fenced (around source) to keep out

sloppy users such as bovines and wild  burros. Their manure/urine contamination
habits need to be strongly considered. The bottom and top wires should

be barbless  for the deer and antelope to safely access.
--no surface occupancy ah&be  alloved  anywhere on The Strip.

--no future cormunicatioo  sites shouldbe  alloved  anywhere on The Strip

including Seegmiller  Mtn.

-land  ownership adjustments (exchanges or sale) should be further reduced

from 15.010 acres to less than 5OCNJ  acres.  None vould  be OK too.

This is primarily around growing coslmunities.
-Co~rcial  harveSting  practices should be abolished. This

includes all types of trees and other vegetation.

-all mineral and oil exploration and explotetion  should be stopped

orstrongly  curtailed. Uining  companiesdo  too much damage rhen
they cow in 6 scar the land and envircnment.

-Alternative 3 is OK-but is still insufficient protection for The

Arizona Strip and the wildlife there. The Arizona Strip is one of the

last. most remote. pristine. and least populated areas of the West.
It must  r-in that way for zany  many years to come. It is a special

place to us who  know almost every square inch of The Arizona Strip!!

E.A. Artewsia

Wolfhole. Arizona
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Southern California Edison Company
P 0 eoxmo

ROSEUEID.  CALIFORNIA 917-m
March 21. 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 94770

SUBIECF U. S.  Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
Arizona Strip District
Draft Ftesource  Manegemenl  Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The Southern Catifcrnta  Ediin Company has reviewed the Draft Resource hianagement
Ptan and Environmental lmpzt  Stalement  br the Ariiona Strip District and submits
the folbwing  comments:

. Edison does not have transmission limes  that cross the Arizona Strip District.

- Ongoing generating siting  sbdies  dc not identify future resources in this area.

. Additiinally.  Ed&on does not, at this time, have any plans to build new lines
abng the Arizona Strip Dttrict.  Should the need arise. however, the proposed
phn  does not restrict the use of this area.

If you have any questbns  regarding the bregclng  comments, please  contact Art Cheng
a t  (918)  302-6204.

AC:smg:19
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March 22, 1990

Dennis Curtis, Tear Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Ur. Curtis,

Please include the following comments  in the record for the draft
Arizona Strip District Resource Management Plan and Bnvironmental
Impact statement.

I am impressed with the draft RHP's  recognition of non-commodity
values and the proposals to protect them. I am especially happy
to 8ee that you consider cultural resources to be a planning
issue since these irreplaceable values are affected by all activ-
ities an Public Lands. Hy commenta  are separated into general
categories that combine several trees  of the RMP  and EIS:

5
1. summary:

iti Table S-5 on p.S-10 has incorrect figures under Alternative 3. I
aseume.the  information in Section 2 ia correct. The following 1
comments are  based on the information in Section 2.

2. Wanagement  Quidelincs (pp. II-2,3):

The ORV designations should not restrict the "Limited to &sir-
& Roads and Trails" stipulation to Area B lmda.  To increase
management flexibility, this dtaignation should also be used in
Area A where sensitive values such as cultural rceources  are
present and need to be protected from  ORV impacts. After all, the
"existing" roada  can  all be "designated* roads if no damage to
other resources  is taking place. Since Alternative 3 would place
more land in Area B classificatioh, there are obviously sensitive
resource vsluee  outmide  Area A an proposed in Alternative 2, and
these valuae  need the protection of e "Limited to Designated
Roads and Trails" ORV designation.

I strongly support the Area B proposal to "close and rehabilitate
roads where no public or administrative need exiets".  However,
this proposal should not be limited to Area B. Unnecessary roads
in Area A should  receive the same treatment.

3. Cultural Reeourcee:

Hone of the Alternatives (pp. II-4 to 7) address  the main plan-
ning issue for cultural resource management - what the response
will be to impacts on culture.1 resources from both suthorieed and
unauthorized actions. These impacts include natural erosion.
human erosion, ORV impacts, vandalism. damage  from mineral explo-

03-11

1. T h e  c h a n g e  h a s  b e e n  n o t e d .
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ration, damage from grazing, damage from  road -

03-l 1 (continued)

maintenance, and
unintentional damage from approved projects. The statement:
"Other srens vould  continue to be managed under current laws and
policy" is too vague. What will be done if an ORV trail is found
to be impacting a archseological  site in ~JU part of the Dis-
trict? What will  bo done if archaeological sites arc impacted by
an approved BLR  project because they were not recorded during the +J
clearance? What type of salvage will be done? If the RRP doesn't
include a list of responses that will apply if cultural resources
are impacted, then you are  not trcrting cultural resources as s
planning issue. As an exanple, I wss  carping in the Ht. Trumbull
srea  a few weeks ago in a well used campsite adjacent to the
road. The campsite was in the middle of an archaeological site
that was  also impacted by the road. In addition to a large number
of flakes end soma  pottery, the site included a circular rock
rerture. Uany of the rocks had been removed fror  this  "structure"
to make  a fireplace. Tha RRP should state what the BLW  will do 3
about this problem and others like it. The Cultural Resource
tianagement  Guidelines in Appcndix 13 do not address the issues of
what to do about existing or new impacts to archaeological sites.

Since only a small portion of the District has been surveyed for
cultural re*ources, the RXP  should include a proposed schedule

+
for surveying additional areas, especially in areas  where there

fz

are conflicts with other vslues  such as recreation or minerals.

AII additional cultural resource issue is land disposal. The final
RMP  should state that no BLR  land will be disposed of unless
there is a 100% cultural remurce  clearsnce and all arcbaeologi-
cal sites are "mitigated".

4. Right-of-Way Corridors:

I object to the designation of a one mile wide utility corridor
through the District. The 2000' wide corridor through the Vermil-
lion Resource Area is adequate and this width should be used in
the Shivwits Resource Area slso. The wider corridor just spreads
out the visual  impacts from power lines.

5. ORV Stipulations:

I approve of your proposal to limit the "open" ORV area.  ORVs sre
causing incredible impacts to cultural resources and other.scnai-
tive  resources and it is long past time for the BLR  to rtcognise
this and do something about it. The BLM  needs to be able to
control these impacts and the best way is to increase the area
that is "limited to desllnatrd roads and trails" at least to
those areas shown in the Alternative 3 ORV stipulations. This
will allow management flexibility that is not available with the
"limited to existing roads and trailm"  designation. I hope that
in the final RHP, you will extend the "limited to designated
roads and trails" classification to sensitive places in Area A in
addition to Area B.

2 . Response to authorized and unauthorized actions is not a planning issue but is
mandated by Federal law, regulation and ELM  policy. Please refer to Appendix
10 which includes subparts of relevant regulations; or refer to documents speci-
fied. Cultural clearance inventories are conducted to identify all cultural proper-
ties potentiallyeligiblefor nomination to the National Register of Historic Places.
Cultural properties not identified in surface surveys are protected by stipulations
in National Environmental Policy Act documentation. Mitigation of cultural
properties to avoid adverse effects on cultural properties are developed through
a research design approved by the SHPO. Every cultural property that is
impacted by a federal authorized or initiated action is subject to the National
Historic Preservation Act and the regulations pursuant to that law. Please refer
to the amended Appendix 10 for the evaluation of cultural resources used in the
planning process.

3 . Many areas of the Arizona Strip District have been developed as recreation areas
(campsites) by casual public use before the environmental protection legisla-
tion. BLM in the future will include in recreation publications, the familiar rule,
“Do Not Camp on an Archaeological Site”. Individuals should not knowingly
disturb an archaeological site.
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6. ACEC Stipulations:

Tha ACEC Stipulations in Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)
are inadequate to protect the special values in the ACgCs.  The
final BBP should include the stipulations from Alternative 3 for
u ACECs  to provide additional protection for the resource
values that the ACBCe ere euppoaed  to protect.

Conclusions:

While the layout of the draft BBP  is somewhat oonfusin#,  the
information presented is adequate to allow the public to under-
stand all of the proposed alternatives. Overall, the draft RI@
provides an excellent framework for evaluating the various re-
source values that exist on the Arizona Strip District end the
levels of resource protection that sra  proposed. Unfortunately,
Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) does not do an adequate Job
of protecting the abundant non-commodity values that are present
on the District. The preferred alternative should include the
ACEC designationa and stipulations from Alternative 3 as well ss
the ORV travel designations from Alternative 3. Since recreation-

5
al uses  of the District are becoming more important all of the
time, the Visual Resource Management  classifications from Alter- 4

$ native 3 should  also be included in the final RUP's  preferred
alternative. Cultural resource management is a problem everywhere
on federal lands, so the RnP  needs to be more specific aa to how
cultural resource values will be protected and how impacts to
archaeological sites will be handled.

Although there are problems with the draft BBP,  it is years shard
of any RHP  that has been proposed for BLB  land in Utah.  I commend
you for your acceptance of the increased irportencc that the
public places on non-commodity values on BLB lands.

03-l 1 (continued)

4. After the RMP is completed, detailed activity plans will be prepared for each
ACEC, plus cultural resource management plans will be prepared for other
areas. Please refer to response 03-11-02  for how BLM will handle adverse
impacts to cultural resources.

P.O. Box 1015
Monticello, DT 64535
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1. Based on environmental assessments &As) prepared for mining plans in the
Arizona Strip District, the BLM hasconcluded that no significant adverse impacts
to the environment would occur and that a separate EIS addressing uranium
mineral development is not needed. These EAs include analyses of cumulative
effects of exploration and mining and required mitigation measures and recla-
mation actions. None of these analyses show that contamination of any kind has
affected any lands administered by the National Park Service or would affect
these lands. Possible hauling accidents involving the spill of ore on the public
landsare  addressed in thecompanymining piansand EAsprepared  bythe  BLM.
Mitigation requiring immediate action to clean up any spilled material and the
immediate notification of BLM is required in the approved mine plan. The Mt.
Trumbull road is expected to continue to provide primary access to anyoperat-
ing uranium mines in the near future. Mitigation incorporated into the approved
mine plans requires the company to provide a bus to transport employees to the
mine site, thus reducing the creation of dust along the road. The Mt. Trumbull
road isregularly maintained by Mohave County, thus reducing fugitive dust from
all vehicles. With regard to the flood in Hack Canyon, all of the low grade ore
which was affected was cleaned up immediately. A requirement for diversion
ditches designed to withstand a lmyear,  24 hour event in all subsequent mine
plan approvals was developed. In addition, surface runoff from the mine must
drain to lined pits that will contain all water from mining operations and surface
drainage resulting from a lOO-year,  24 hour storm event.

2 . See General Response to public comments page V-9.
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Dear Bill,
Thanks for the extra time to respond to your Resource

Hanaqement  Plan. It is a massive document and difficult to absorb
the often  complex subject matter. The BLM has made a good faith
effort to oroduce  a commendable analvsis  of the future direction
needed in order to protect the myriab  resources of the Arizona
Strip. I am in agreement with the vast majority of your conclusions.
but as is to be expected with a such an all-encompassing plan,
there are several aspects with which I have some concern.

I will try and follow the plan's format in chronological
order as I present my concerns, rather than prioritize or jump
from one issue to the next. This will make my concerns easier  to
follow, but there will undoubtedly be some overlapping and redundancy.
Please try and be patient with me.

Let me begin by saying that I support Alternative 13,  due
to its stronger emphasis on the environmental approach. In most
instances, however, there isn't that much difference between this
alternative and your Preferred Alternative, so it's not a major
point of contention.

I live, work, and recreate near the Paria Plateau and I
feel that this area should be included as an ACEC, rather than
a RnA. I feel that the Paria Plateau undeniably warrants this Special
protection. The Paria was once home to over 50,000 Anasazi and
their pithouses and pueblos litter the plateau. This area was
partially surveyed in 1968 by MNA and it was determined that there
were avbroximately  6 sites per square mile across a 67-section_-
study area. nany  medium  to large pueblos were found, some possibly
vorthv  of inclusion on the National Resister of Historic  Places.
Pithouses from  Basketmaker  times are n;merous, as are cliff overhangs
that were occupied as habitation sites or used as granaries. The
Paria Plateau is without a doubt one of the most significant
archaeolwical areas in the entire southwest. I would refer YOU
to page 111-11. under the heading of Important Prehistoric Cultural
ResourCe  Areas, paragraph 12. in vhich  you make the perfect case
for the undeniable significance of the Paris  as a major study area.
And there is much research work that must one day take place  there--if
there's anything left to record, that is. Systematic vandalism
has occurred on the Paris  ovizr  the years, and given the isolated
nature of the area it is impossible for the ELM to police the
resource. Jennifer Jack used to camp out up there on her weekends.
trying to protect the prehistoric ruins! The bottom line here is
this: the Paria is not = valuable location for grazing or mining.
however it & one onhe  most outstanding archaeological areas
on the Arizona strip. The impact on local economies of this move
to ACEC designation would be minimal. The loss of grazing revenues
and taxes obtained from mineral development would be,offset  by
the additional recreational dollars. The Paria should be afforded
ss much protection as possible so that the prehistoric sites are
not looted. Another justification for the ACEC designation would
be the existence of endangered cacti. I have seen pedio  cactus
on the Paria, and the restriction of DHV use would seem imperative
in light of this fact. I have also seen Perigrine falcons nesting
in the western cliffs of the plateau and these birds would benefit
from the additional protection. I would also point out the curious

-l-

1

1. We agree that the cultural resources on the Paria Plateau are of significance that
warrants special attention. Our District Advisory Council made the following
resolution affecting our ACEC considerations: “The council recommends that
the Arizona Strip BLM should carefully review all of the ACEC recommendations
to ascertain whether itwould  be advisable to call public attention to each of these
sites, or whether it would be in the best interest of protecting the special cultural
or natural resource values to merely implement protective management stipula-
tions for any of these areas without the attention getting ACEC label.” Based on
the resolution and consideration of all the resources in the area, we concluded
the cultural resources would best be addressed in a Resource Conservation Area
(RCA) designation which would have the same management prescriptions
without the attention-getting name. This would also be consistent with the
proposed RCA designation for Mt. Trumbull, another large area important for
cultural resource values.

To date, we have not seen the endangered pediocactus species on the plateau.
We have been advised that an endangered milkweed inhabits the area, but this
has not yet been confirmed by our monitoring.

In the draft RMP, no ACEC was proposed for the Paria Plateau in the preferred
alternative to avoid calling attention to the area.
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inconsistency that the Paria  Plateau fells under the category of
an ACEC even under the development alternative. Why not under the I
PA?

The grazing issue is a.major  problem. First of all, it appears
that you are in violation of NEPA, due to the fact that there is
no difference between alternatives when it comes to grazing
percentages. Grazing is apparently untouchable and the levels remain
the same regardless of the management emphasis. That is not the
way an RMP is supposed to work. and courts who have ruled on Forest
Service LMP's  have clearly stated that it is not enough to simply
have the differences exist between certain management areas. My
point is this: the overall levels remain the same, and that is
illegal when preparinys  type of document. Secondly, the levels
continue to increase--use exceeds capacity--even though you readily
admit that the quality of the range continues to diminisn or remain
static. k'hen  SOP of the range is in poor shape, it is hard to
understand khy you would tail  for raising the levels. You seem
to feel that the onlv formula for imorovina  fan@  oualitv  1s to
allow more cows--at subsidy prices--;io  tha< you-car;  get more  money
for structural range improvements. Range improvements have not
substantially helped the over-grazing problems oE the past and
present, "or will they produce future benefits. Grazing levels
should be DRAMATICALLY decreased until such a time as the Arizona
Strip returns to the 4-foot-high levels of grass which were
historically present prior to the arrival of cattle and sheep.
Permanent rest is what much of the land is in need of. Why is it
so hard to support meaningful reductions in qrazinq  allotments?
And if the re&on  is that-the covboys.and  th&ir  wa$ of life must
be maintained at all costs, then I would say that we should subsidize
them completely. As with many agricultural endeavors, the government
could pay the farmer not to produce. Only a small percentage of
the Strip's beef is of national importance and we could lust as
easily pay the ranchers not to run their cows. Why should the America
taxpayer continue subsidizing  the destruction of the public lands?

I have several concerns about mining. I fully understand
that the 1892 Mining Law pretty much  ties your hands on this issue,
but I would still like to go on record as saying that I oppose
ALL uranium mining in close proximity to the Grand Canyon. Each
proIect  should be closely monitored to ensure safety. Mitigation
measures should be stringent, and you should always attempt to
err on the side of safety, rather than helping oining  companies
like EFN have an easier time of it. If they ever screw up--and
they came real close with the spill from the holding tank at Hack
II--you folks are going to look real bad. I see no mention of a
proposed uranium  processing plant which as been rumored about for
yf?*rs. What is the status of that proposal? I also see no clear
statement that it has been documented time and time again that
xncreased  access  to remote mining areas promotes archaeological
vandalism. I have yet to hear about a mine where the sites in its
general proximity have not been looted. I am not accusing the
companies themselves of ARPA violations, but -would  steadfastly
marntain  that when you build roads, or improve  roads, intc formerly
untraveled areas of the Strip, you ALWAYS end up finding arch sites
getting looted. Minlnq  and cultural resource depletion qo hand

-2-
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03-I 3 (continued)

2 . See general respnse to public comment V-9.

3 3. A uranium processing plant has not been proposed for construction on public
lands in the ELM  Arizona Strip District.
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in hand, and I don't see that this plan addresses this on-going
problem. Lawsuits undoubtedly await your agency if this type of 4
documented damage continues to take place without one sinyle  person I
being caught and prosecuted. At this point it would appear that
the BI.% has not come to orios  with how to balance these two
conflicting resources. - _

As for the Social Perceptions, it would seem to me that
the locals don't care very much for the BLM, no matter what YOU
do. The minimal differences between Alternatives 2 L 3 will insure
Zeir animosity. That doesn't mean the locals should be appeased.
Their strongest desire is to develop the Arizona Strip. Anything
short  of free and unlimited access is aoina  to draw their fire._..--- -- --~-
The point I'm getting at here is this:-certain goals called for
under Alternative 13 are made to appear much  more significant to
the local populace than they really are. By law you are supposed
to protect the resource. You are not in business to make everyone
happy. It would be nice if that could happen, but it is not of
primary importance. The environmental integrity of the Strip should

.be Fl in your hearts and minds.
Turning specifically to the PA, I would begin by focusing

on the issue of habitat protection for endangered species of plant
and animal. I feel the PA should call for stricter standards in
those areas where threatened and endangered species occur, both
now and historicallv.  The desert tortoise is in need of nuch  help
and under the constant pressure of increasing habitat destruction.
AS for POreSt  Resources, I would point out the potential NEPA
violation which results From the Fact that there is little or no 5
difference between the alternatives--they are all virtually the
same. As For OHV use, I would say that the open category of 1,400 I

acres should be removed from the PA. Are these 1,400 acres dead?
If they aren't, then it's hard For ale  to figure out how a responsible
land use manager could justify allowing all-terrain vehicles to
churn up the living landscape. You can be sure that these vehicles
will turn this 1,400 acres into a moonscape very rapidly. OHV use
should be confined to existing roads--period.

Under the chapter entitled Affected Environment, I have
several concerns. First, it is hard to believe that there are only
55,000 acres of land on the entire Arizona Strip that are considered
unsuitable for mineral development. Once you remove the towns, 6
what's left? lhat  does it take to remove lands as unsuitable for
mining From an environmental standpoint? Anything? Why haven't
any of the nine gypsum mine sites been reclaimed? With the issue
of Cultural Resources I have several problems. Why has only 2%
of the Strip been surveyed for cultural resources? Why is the Paria
Plateau made to sound like the premier area on the Strip, under 7
this section of the plan, and yet not afforded such importance
when the ACEC's  are being considered? Why doesn't this section
include the documented damage to cultural resources? This is the
natural spot for including the documented connection between increased
developmental access and pothunting.

I
In my opinion you have left

out a VERY imnortant  asoect  of the affected environment, and siven I s
the Fact that-it  relate; directly to pro-development issues I-find
this extremely biased. I would suggest that you need to add a section
about the criminal loss of cultural resources--past, present, 6

- 3 -

4. Please refer to the response to letter 0242-06 and the corrected Chapter IVof  the
final plan. The vandalism of cultural resources is a very complex problem. New
roads do increase accessibility but also, severe damage to cultural sites has
occurred fromvandals creating new roads to cultural sites. We address the issue
of roads and the correlation to cultural site vandalism through management
prescriptions for existing roads that close and rehabilitate existing roads where
no public or administrative need exists. Severe damage to cultural sites also has
occurred where vehicle use is restricted by terrain and individuals have to hike or
ride horses to access the area.

5. See response 04-30-01.

6. Awithdrawal order must be clearlyjustified and based on an analysis that shows
why other alternative options will not accomplish the desired management ob-
jective. The alternative of requesting large withdrawals was considered during
preparation of the draft RMP/EIS,  but not chosen for detailed study (see text
addition, page B-4).

7.

As of June of 1990,  five gypsum operations are ongoing; one has been partially
reclaimed with ongoing operations on the remainder; and one operation is on
standby, awaiting the outcome of a patent application. Steps are being taken by
the Bureau to assure reclamation of disturbances associated with the other two
oases.

The low percentage of cultural inventory on the Arizona Strip is the result of
several factors. Many large parcels were inventoried for the grazing ElSs at a
standard that does not meet current Class Ill intensive survey methodology.
lnventorycurrentlyis at Class Ill levels that meet standards agreed upon through
a Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement with the State Historic Preserva-
tion Officer.  However, acreage totals are based on the specific project, and the
majority of NEPA initiated inventory survey is for rights-f-way, range improve-
ments (pipelines, fence lines, reservoirs), and mineral explorations are small
(three to thirty acres). At this level, inventory adds up slowly. Management pre-
scriptions for Special Management Areas in this RMP have identified inventory
needs for priority areas and will augment the existing inventory. See Comment
Response 03-13-01  for why the Paria was not proposed as an ACEC.

6. Please refer to the amended Cultural Resources section in Chapter III which now
addresses the issue of cultural site vandalism as part of the affected environ-
ment.



03-I 3 (continued) 03-l 3 (continued)

future. When you discuss the matter of Hatershed  Resources you
show that 36% of the district is in the unsatisfactory range, and
another 40% is static while being  susceptible to erosional damage.
Then you call for increasing the grazing AUN’s. How do you reach 9
such a strangely contradictory conclusion? It would seem that the I
data would demand a decrease in grazing numbers. Under the section-
entitled Special Status Anrmal  Soecies  I would like to make the
point that-the issue has nothing-to do with predators. Mountain
lions and coyotes shouldn't be the scapegoats for the real problem,
which is habitat destruction. If, for instance, tortoise numbers
oo down. this shouldn't be justification for killino  off oredators.
Under Forest Resources I &ice  a dramatic decrease-in p&sits,
fuelwood,  posts. Why is this? How many MMBF per alternative? The
section about Grazing is perhaps the most troubling part of this
plan. I don't want to beat a dead COY into the ground, but intensive
management practices smack of Savery grazing, and that is still
unproven as a valid management tool. I will say that Savery demands
total commitment on the part of the permitee.  Steve Rich seeins
to be making it work down in House ROCk  Valley, but he is almost
religiously enamored with the Holistic systems approach. Xost  cowboys
are not going to be as dedicated to the program. Putting more cows
on the land translates into over-grazing. It doesn't get better,
it continues to get worse. when are you going to take the strong
stand against the environmental destruction created by this publicly

22
subsidized nightmare? Under the Wildlife Habitat section I would
take exception  with the insane habit of chaining. This practice
is absolutely no different than what is taking place in the rain
forests of this planet. Slash and burn practices are short-sighted
strategies. Five years after the cows  have taken over a chained
area it looks like a dead zone. The pinyon/juniper  woodland is
one of the most complex  and healthy regions of the strip, with
countless species dependent cpon  it for life. How the hell can
you justify the removal of a diverse forest ecosystem in favor
of mono-culture grasslands? In addition, it is well documented
that the pinyon/juniper  woodland has the highest concentration
of archaeological sites of ANY land type on the Strip. The Anrsari
and Paiutes usually chose this area to live, and when you chain
this woodland zone you invariably destroy many prehistoric sites.

10

11

12

You should definitely be taken to court if you continue such blatantly
destructive practices. Under the section about WildliEe,  I would I
suggest that predators should not be eliminated Uue  to decreasing
numbers of deer or bighorns. The real issue is habitat destruction,
not mountain lions. And cattle compete with these wild species
for forage and pummel the land in the process, so get rid of the
c a t t l e , not the coyotes. As for section about Recreational and
Scenic Importance. I am totally opposed to the withdrawal of any
part of the Viryin River Gorge. This area epitomizes the concept
of wilderness land and should remain in that class. How does removing 13
a wilderness area from that classification help to protect it?
The public gains nothing and the resource is degraded. I am against
ANY wilderness withdrawal. In the Income section I noticed that
you conveniently set up the "Non-Farming" stipulation so that you
don't have to show just how insignificant the ranching interests
are to the Overall  economy of the Arizona strip. My point is this:

9. Nowhere in the discussion of Watershed Resources is there a call to increase
grazing AUMs.

10. The decrease in woodland product permits is due to alternate energy sources
(natural gas), accessibility and alternate sources for woodland products.

11. Intensive management as used here, refers to all rotation grazing systems. The
Arizona Strip District has one Savory System (Holistic Resource Management) at
Signature Rock which has not been stocked with cattle for most of two years due
to drought and grasshoppers.

12. Chainings and other types of vegetative manipulations have been used in place
of wildfire to release undergrowth. The success or failure of vegetative manipu-
lation (as it relates to livestock use) depends on the range manager. Vegetative
manipulations, if designed and managed properly, can and do provide certain
habitat elements for wildlife that would be lacking otherwise. Present Bureau
direction is to design seedings to benefit as many users as possible. Mono-
culture seedings are more an exception than the rule.

13. The Virgin River Gorge is presently protected by wilderness designation and a
scenic withdrawal. The withdrawal prohibits mining under the 1872 mining law.
Portions of this withdrawal overlap the wilderness designation, which also
prohibits mining under the 1872 mining law. The RMP proposes to eliminate the
scenic withdrawal only in the designated wilderness areas, thus eliminating a
duplicate protection measure.

-  4 -
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ranching is undoubtedly the most important consideration in this
plan, and yet it plays a very small role in the big picture. I
would prefer to see less concern for the cattle interests and more
for the recreationalxs.  On page 111-35,  paragraph 12,  you state
that the local public supports tourism and doesn't want  any aCtiVity 14
to take place that would harm that important business. Doesn’t

over-sraring  negatively impact this valuable resource?
- In the E&ironmental Consequences chapter we finally get

to the heart of the differences between the four alternatives.
It seems to me that your own data supports Alternative t3 as the
one which goes the farthest toward protecting the largest number
of resources. Using the comparative tables which occur in the section
which highlights the present management activities, I see that
Alternative #3 reduces negative impact to a greater extent than
the PA. The numbers of special status species increases the nest
under Alternative 13. The greatest improvement to riparian areas
takes place under Alternative #3. The negative impacts of mineral
exploration as they relate to watershed conditions are minimized
the most effectively. The quality of the range would be improved
to the greatest extent under Alternative t3 because of its attempt
to further reduce over-grazing. Alternative (3 would strongly address
the recreational concerns and focus the most attention on recreational
demands--other than with OHV's. Visual Resource management would
receive greeter attention under Alternative 13 and provide the
greatest level of protection. I also think you overstate the negative
impacts- of ORV and mineral exploration restrictions under Alternative
#3.  OHV use is environmentally destructive and should be confined
to existing roads--period. Under Alternative 13 the vast majority
of the Strip would be open to mineral exploration, and there isn't
enough difference in the acreages in each alternative to warrant
the conclusion that Alternative t3 would "severely restrict or
preclude mineral resource exploration". All things considered,
I think your own analysis points to Alternative #3 as the best
one of the group. It accomplishes the most good for the largest
number of resources, and that's what you folks are there to do.

Thank you for the opportunity to reply to this well thought
out document. I kno\s  you are trying to do the best job possible.
I just hope that you will one day move away from the emphasis on
ranye  and toward a more balanced approach to land use management.
please  let me know of any future developments.

Sincerely,

14.

03-I 3 (continued)

Environmental impact Statements were completed in 1979 and 1980 for the
Vermillionand Shivwits  Resource Areas for livestock grazing. Livestockcarrying
capacities for each grazing allotment were set along with the development of
allotment management plans to help meet the objectives and goals set forth in
the impact statements. Studies, including trend and utilization, were also initi-
ated if they had not been previously, to monitorthe grazing use of the range. This
was done to prevent overgrazing of the public lands, improve biodiversity,
stabilize watersheds, along with improving wildlife habitat and recreational
values.

Stephen B. Carr
800 South 6th Street
Williams, Arizona
86046

-  5 -
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Mrch  28. 1990

Hr.  annis Curtis
Bure?u of! Land lhmgaw.nt
390  Worth  3050 East
St George, Utah 84770

- Ari+ona Strip District

2655 I!,. Maagnolia,  Suite 2
mWnix,  Arizona  85034

Dear Kr.  Curtis:

The Arizona  Department of Environmental  Quality (ADEQ),  Water
Assemmmnt  Eection, has reviewed  the draft Resource Kansgement  Plan
(RIP)  f o r  t h e  BIX - Arizona  Strip District.
opportunity  to

we appreciate  the
commen t on the document.

The ADFZQ is ruqoruibl~  for  tha protection  of water quality  in the
stat*. Data on water quality i* availab1.  for thm thr.* p.r.nnia1
stream system in the district  - the Kanah,  the Paris,  and the
ViZCgfn. Tb 1988 Nonpoint  Source  AsS.msunt  Report  listed  the
protected  uses for these sy8teu  am  follow:

IHC  - Incidental Human  Contact
A&W  - Aquatic  and Wildlifo
AgL - Agricultural  Livestock  watering

2: :
Agricultural  Irrigation
Domestic water  supply



04-01  (continued)

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Harch 28, 1990
Page 2

The principal pollutant5 in all three systems are
sediment/turbidity, total dissolved solute (TCS),  and salinity.
These contaminants reflect erosive condition5 prevalent throughout
the district, conditions documented by the estimate that 36 percent
of the district watershed5 are in unsatisfactory condition
(category IV watersheds) . Ruth of the erosion occurring results
frcrmhuman  activities such a5 off-highway vehicle use, grazing, and
silviculture. As the soils in the Category IV watersheds are
reported to be re5pon5ive  to treatment, the ADRQ recommends that
protection and enhancement of theee  watersheds be an integral
component of the chosen5anage5entplan.

Overall. the ADEQ is supportive of alternative 2. It appears to
5ucce5sfully integrate the conflicting demnds  of multiple use,
while providing a level of protection for resources, including
--=a that is very satisfactory. Hovever , several options

<
proposed under the conservation-oriented alternative 3 offer
superior prote&ion  of surface water quality. This protection is

%
obtained by designating  larger Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC) and ixposingtighter  restrictions on mining and off-
road vehicle use. The ADEQ requests that the BIJX consider
incorporating the folloxing  alternative 3 proposals into the final
-ge55nt  plan:

besignate the Fort Pierce ACBC as the full 3600 acre
~1, thereby including the critical watershed into the

. The watershed's easily eroded, saline 5oils  should
be Mnaged under ACBC 5tatus  to prevent excessive
salinity loading to the Colorado River. If the critical 2
watershed component is not included in the Fort Pierce
ACRC, the ADRQ  would axpect  the BIAS to monitor salinity
to insure  compliance with standards set forth in the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1984.

Withdraw the entire Virgin River ACEC fro5 mineral location
and 0iW use, and establish the 120 acre riparian
demonstration area at the Virgin River/Beaver Dam Wash
confluence. This protective management strategy vould
conform to policies currently under developsent by the
Gwernor’s  Riparian Task Force, e5tablished to protect
Arixona*s threatened riparian environments.

04-01 (continued)

1. Refer to 04-13-03.

2. The endangered Siler pincushion cactus was the primary reason for designating
the Fort Pierce ACEC. The natural occurrence of saline soils iswidespread on the
Arizona Strip District a8 noted on Map III-l 1 of the RMP and by itself would not
meet the ACEC relevance and importance criteria a8 outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-
2. Increase in size of the Fort Pierce ACEC would place unnecessary restrictions
on other multiple use considerations in the buffer areaand result in redundancy
of protection measures. The majority of lands classed as slightly saline soils
would have off-highway vehicle8 (OHV)  limited to designated roads and trails.

3 . The Virgin  River Corridor ACEC within the gorge is closed to mineral entry bythe
Virgin River Scenic withdrawal. The Wrgin River Corridor ACEC area below the
Virgin River Gorge is presently covered by existing mining claims. Closure to
mineral entry would be subject to valid existing rights, including valid mining
claims, in effect on the date of withdrawal. Valid existing rightson mining claims
include the right to develop the locatable mineral8 beneath them. For this
reason, a closure to mineral entry would not preclude or further restrict mineral-
related activities.

The ACEC designation requires mining exploration and development entities to
file a Plan of Operations with BLM for activities beyond casual use. Approval of
the Plan of Operations by BLM assures that activities are conducted in a manner
that prevents unnecessary or undue degradation, provides protection to non-
mineral resources, and provide8 for reclamation of disturbed areas. Based on
our experience during the last decade, existing policy and procedures are
adequate to allow mineral activities while protecting other important resource
values. The final RMP establishes a 12O-acre  riparian demonstration area at the
Virgin River/Beaver Dam Wash confluence. The text in chapter II of the proposed
RMP has been changed to reflect this change.



04-01 (continued)

ICC. Dennis Curtis
March  28, 1990
Page  3

Off-Hiqhwav Vehicles

Regulate off-highway vehicles as proposed in alternative
3. With 5400 miles of existing roads, recreational
opportunities vould not be adversely curtailed by
closures proposed in alternative 3, while the benefits
to water quality would be substantial.

4

Additional issues of concern include the implementation of
management strategies on grazing allotments. Out of seventy-four 5
allotments scheduled for alternative management, twenty-five I
allotments show no change in management strategy. We urge the BIJ¶
to implement proposed management systems on all grating allotments.
In addition, the maps on watershed categories (II-62 through 64)
and woodlands harvest areas (II-68  throuah 701 indicate that a
substantial portion of proposed woodland harvest would occur on
Category IV vatersheds. Vehicle use and other harvest-related

-s
activities must have appropriate BKPs  applied and be closely
monitored for their effectiveness.

in-4 Again, the ADEQ appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Strip
District RMP. We hope they are beneficial.

Sincerely,

6

Carol Russell, Manager
Nonpoint Source Unit

04-01 (continued)

4. The proposed RMP has been changed to include47,900acres  more in the closed
OHV category.

5. The 25 allotments shown as “not” being implemented are awaiting financing of
range improvements necessary to implement grazing systems.

6. Before an area is designated as open to green wood cutting, a woodland
management plan would be developed. The plan would include proposed
access and incorporate best management practices to reduce erosion.

CR:CSW:cn

cc: Wark Gard, EPA
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1. Cumulative impacts  from the exploration and development of uranium mineral
resources were  addressed throughout this RMP/EIS. For analysis purposes, ex-
Ploration  and development were projected to occur at the same rate they have
over the Past nine Years. The fact that each uranium mine has an average
disturbance of 17 acreswas  considered in this analysis. Impacts associated with
access,  power,  and eXPlOratiOn  also were considered (see Appendix 28  and
Chapter IV of the final RMP/EIS.)



04-03

1. See general response to public comments page V-6.

The absence or presence and significance of archaeological resources in Kanab
Creek has not been substantiated by ELM.  We totally agree that a class II
inventory is needed.

The majority  of historical and superior peregrine falcon habitat is included in
wilderness, Grand Canyon National Park, or covered by 0l-f~ designation.
Kanab  Creek north of Gunsite  Point is marginal or acceptable peregrine habitat.

Wth  the exception  of Grama  and Hacks Canyon and the area south of Hacks
Canyon,  from Gunsite  Point south to the Grand Canyon Park boundary both
sides of Kanab Creek (to the rim on the west side) areadministered by the (;SPG.

The Kanab  Creek scenic withdrawal is not needed due to wilderness  and OHv
designations.



04-03 (continued)
04-03 (continued)

2. ln addition to being on the general mailing list, separate meetings were held  with
Grand tinYon  National Park, Glen Canyon and Lake Mead National Recreation
Areas,  the North  Kaibab  Ranger District of the U. S. Forest Service  and the
Arizona  Game and Fish Department. The meetings, held in November and me-
cember  1987 and January  and June of 1989.

The purpose of these meetings

Chapter V, Gmubtion and Coordination). The final also  reflects a new section
Were for -Pin9 of the RMP and coordination of activities and programs (we

in Chapter n/called “Impacts to Adjoining Lands” that will improve coordination
across agency boundaries.

1
%-I



04-03 (continued)

(31
04-03 (continued)

3. See general response to public comments page v-6.



04-03 (continued) 04-03 (continued)

5

4. Grazing is a legitimate use of public lands and can be compatible with natural
values. Two pastures in the House Rock allotment have experienced a severe
drought and heavy grasshopper use. Livestock use has been reduced signifi-
cantly. Conditions should improve as weather patterns change. See also
general response to public comments page V-9.

5. The ponderosa pine forests provide important wildlife habitat and recreational
settings. The ponderosa pine forests are designated in BLM’s  category C which
means that they will be managed for the enhancement of their uses and values
such as wildlife, recreation, livestock grazing and watershed protection. Man-
agement programs may include fire and/or ecologically sound and carefully
managed silvicultural  practices, including thinning, necessary for the health,
vigor, regeneration or biological diversity of the forest ecosystem or beneficial to
resources, such as wildlife.

6. The l-15 Virgin River Gorge corridor is protected by wilderness designation and
a scenic withdrawal. In other areas travel corridors would be managed accord-
ing to VRM  Class I guidelines.

7. BLM supports the nomination of l-15 through the Virgin River Gorge from the
Nevada state line to the Utah state line and highway89A,  from the Utah state line
near Fredonia, Arizona to Bitter Springs, Arizona as National Scenic Highways.

Back country by-ways will be considered in later planning efforts when more is
known about their impacts. See text change in Table II-l, page 11-32.



04-03 (continued) 04-03 (continued)

I 8

9

8. The management guidelines for the B areas are met/implemented by imposing
various resource management decisions described in Tables II-1 and H-2.  See
Map II-2 and text change on page 113.

9. During drought there could be conflicts for forage, but in most normal or wet
years there are little or no forage conflicts. There is no empirical evidence of con-
flict, as diet overlap studies in the Strip show small overlap between deer/cattle
or antelope/cattle.

Trespassproblems are dealtwith when discovered and theyare part of our range
supervision work. There are trespass problems that occasionally escape notice
and we always work to improve this. But trespass is a minor problem.

The Paria River riparian system has improved with improved grruing manage-
ment. Our studies show this. Cattle graze six months of a 36-month grazing
cycle on the Paria River. Twothree-month grazing periodsand monthsof  rest.
This riparian system has shown a dramatic increase in willows and cottonwoods.

The KanabCreek  riparian system, however, needs to be improved. Changeswill
be made in the grazing systems in the near future.

10. We agree that recreation and tourism are important economicvalues. Table III-
21 has been changed to reflect these values.



04-03 (continued)
04-03 (continued)

11. KM anticipated the recommendation identified in Chapter 10 of Man, Models
and Management (Altshul  and Fairley,  1989). A test of new methods and
techniques implemented by the ACEC CRMPs  will allow refinement and evalu-
ation before applying districtwide.



04-03 (continued) 04-03 (continued)

12. The acreages of the planned cultural resource ACECs,  are based on our best
available information and cover the known important values. The ACECs

identify a priority for funding lass II inventories, management planning,
resource protection and monitoring, and future scientific study and research.

Also, see general response to public comments page V-7.
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P. 0. Box 416
Kanab,  UT 84741
April 2, 1990

Mr. Dennie Curtis, Plasniug  and Environmental Engiuesr
Bureau of Laud Management
Arizona Stri Distrht
390 N. 3050 E.
St. George, UT 84770

Reference: Arizona Strip District Resource Yauagement  Plan
Comment

Deer Rr. Curtis:

I am an American citizen living in the Stats of Utah and working
in Arizona rithiu the Arizona Strip District. My frequent travel
aud access  to work location6 afford6 me opportunity to
authoritatively conment on the Bureau of Laud Yauagement  Draft
Resource Management Plan CRMP)  for the Arizona Strip District.

::
2 Ihe  RRP should recognize that over 266,000 acres of rilderuess

within the Strip is already off limits to many people md no
longer cossidertd land for multiple use. The Strip District has
already been studied in great detail when wilderness weas  vere
originally proposed and later rithdravn. duriug 1984. There is
not a need for more wilderness areas.

The RMP emphasizes mbnagement  o f "remoteness areas for
recre8tional expsrience opportunities, ' but it must bs ssphasized

I
I

that the entire Strip is, by its very nature. rsmots.  Travel
anywhere ou the Strip provides a wremota  experIencem  and
therefore, negates a need to withdraw specific rreas to protect
~remot.eneesm  or create *no  entxy-  zones.

A review of the numsrous  federal or state paks, wildernsss
areas. Indian reservations. game preserves or other protected
areas arouud the Strip imsdiately  reveal that less and less of
this area  remains available for the ‘working  man’ American
taxpayer. Reviewing the state maps of Utah and Arizona provides
a good example of just how little privately held or non-
restricted RLM managed land remains for public access.

04-04

1. Much of the Arizona Strip is remote and this is one of the reasons why this area
has a special appeal to many people. The isolated location north of the Grand
Canyon limits accessibility and human use while also enhancing the quality of
remote and back country settings. Within the context of multiple use, it is our
judgment that actions are necessary and advisable to maintain approprfate
remoteness features in some areas and associated remote recreational experi-
ence opportunities for interested publics.



04-04 (continued)

The  Bureau of Land Yaagemant i4 the  loa4t criticized federal
land regulating rgency. In fact, hduntry  and priratn land uner6
oftan  complimsnt th4 BLM  4nd  4upport their polici44 to man-4 and
provide ~4 of rssfxrn lands. America ~a4  found4d by the 'ire4
md th4 brave,. but continued encroachment by fsderol  government
of free  acc444 to public land will undarmine this basic  concept.

Th4  4ntir4 BNP is a respons4 to loud voices and strsngth of th4
environmental community 4nd  do44 not r4flect the desires of
APerica.8 m4**44,  a4 financial muecle. legal expertise rpd
political pr444urs cannot be coordinatsd iron thi4 uea.
Continued r4striction of land 1144 will place the common American
on a federr created reservation. dsputure  from rhich raquir44

<
;n

8pproval. observation, rupcrvi4ion. and  4uthorir4tion by the

-4 fedderal government. K44p Am4ric4 for Amaricrru!

The federal law  e not requir4 that BU modify current
management prutic44,  but only that th47  ba reviiered.  Thhare  i4
nothing wrong or inPdaqurt4  with the  pr444nt BLM manrgaatent
policy, thcrefor4.  l ch4ng4  i4 not ju4tifiad.

l-h4 Bw Alt4rlmtiv4 01 (no action). supporting continued axistin&
mm4g4m4nt  pr4ctic48 at curr4nt 14v414. 18 cl44rly th4 only
realistic rltsmrtire  to b4 4414ct4d.

Yours very truly.

Rogar-  B . Smith
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Arizona  . Colomdo  . Idaho

Monlano  . Urah . Wyoming

National Audubon Society
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE

w

April 4, 1990 4150 DARLEY, SUITE 5. BOULDER. COLORADO 80303 13031 499.0219

Dennis Curtis. Team Leader
Bureau of Land Hanageinent
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis,

The National Audubon Society has long been concerned with the environmental
integrity of the Arizona Strip country and has commented on a variety of
issues ranging from ACECs, to wilderness, to forest planning, to impacts on
the North Rim of the Grand Canyon National Park, to the controversial mining

5
issues that have surfaced in the '80s. At both the local chapter level and

::
national level Audubon has alerted its members of the importance of sound
management to protect the natural resources. Our publication, Audubon
Activist. has recently become involved in reporting this issue nationwide.

Specifically turning to the R19  and list of alternatives, though there were
portions of several that we favored, it was not possible to select one as
being all encompassing.

For instance, it is apparent that extensive roading shown as a complex web
on a map could be a major problem yet it was not possible to always tell
where there was a conflict with a specific sensitive sight.

In the alternatives, the lumping of recreation with environmental issues,
though at first glance appearfng to be an acceptable juxtapositfon, becomes
confusing especially when the recreation forms are not totally compatible.
A good example is use of riparian areas and especially-the Virgin River
Gorge where archaeological resources and endangered fish species mix with
recreation pursuits.

I felt the use of RCAs  may solve several of the more critical questions now
coming under ACEC planning crlterfa, yet caution that RCA protectfon will
only succeed if it receives congressional sanctity.

Hining and the concomittant roads and exploration procedures are the major
thorn 'in the saddle'. Again using an example from the report under the
preferred alternative (62)  it was not clear if no surface occupancy in the 1
Virgin River Gorge, Kanab Creek and Grama  Canyon meant just that or merely I
that it would require costly directional drflling. Ue believe there should
not be any drilling in these three areas - period. Other parts of the RtP

1. Portions of Appendix 10 were in error and have been corrected. See text change
on page A-44. Under the preferred alternative, no surface occupancy would be
allowed in the Virgin River Gorge, Kanab Creek or Grama  Canyon. Unless
exceptions to this stipulation are granted, oil and gas exploration and develop-
ment would have to be conducted via some form of directional driiling. Because
exploration techniques employing this method are more costly than conven-
tional methods, leases issued with this stipulation are less likely to be explored.



04-07 (continued)

-2-

did provide considerable detailed backup data about the fragile integrfty of
these three supreme riparian areas.

Another mining concern is that of the rapidly growing cyanide heap leaching
process used by gold mining concerns and expanding at an exponential rate in
the Great Basin states. Runoff, ground water impacts, and the pond use
(attractant) to migratory birds is especially, in a xeric ecosystem, a
problem of calamitous proportions.

In conclusion many aspects of the RMP draft do address the wide range of
floral and fauna1 concerns, however the final package appears to weigh in
too much on the consunptfon  side whereas the fragile character of the
ecosystem should be paramount. Ue urge that this be corrected.

. Prescott Audubon Society
&:AA
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Nr.  Dennis Curt is
Team Leader, PJQ'/EIS
Arizona Strip District
Bureau of Land Management
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear  Dennis :

April 2, 1990

RE: ARIZONASTRIP DP.APT
RBSODRCBMAtiAGEMEBTPLAN/
ENVIRONMENTAL IKPACT
STATEXEXT

National Parks and Conservation Association, a lOO,OOO-
member  nonprofit organization, founded 71 years ago to promote
the protection, enhancement, and public understanding of the
national park system and related public lands, appreciates
the opportunity to offer cements  on the BLM's  Arizona Strip
District draft Resource Wanagement  Plan/Environmental Impact
statement.

@dltie  to say, at the outset, that in general this is an
excellent document, well written and well  presented. It shows
a lot of very solid work by the BLB-Arizona  Strip staff.

Regarding suggestions for enhancing the RHP/EIS,  may we
offer the following:

0 While the actual management prescriptions of the
Preferred Alternative (Alt. 2) appear on the whole to be ap-
propriate and sound, we urge that serious consideration be
given to adding several additional special management areas--
either Resource Conservation Areas (WAS) or Special Recreation
Banagement  Areas (SRHAsl. While these are simply management
labels, we think several other parts of the Strip are worthy of
that status because of particular scenic and/of  watershed values
they contain. These are:

(1) In the Kanab Creek Canyon area, especially:
(a) Back  Canyon and its side canyons, up-

canyon frm the wilderness boundary. Not only is this a highly
scenic, spectacular canyon, per se; it is also a significant

1

model  of just hov well  prior mining sites can be restored to a
natural condition (in this case, accomplished by Energy Fuels
Nuclear, Inc.). RCA  or SPMA  status would excellently acknow-
ledge both  realities.

National Parks and Conservation Association
Box 67. Cottonwocd,  Arizona 86326

(602) 634-5758

1. Kanab Creek does not qualify as an SRfvlA  or RCA. These canyons do not have
important overlapping resource values or require intensive recreation manage-
ment . The Kanab Creek drainage is under the administration of three different
agencies with different regulations and mandates. From where Kanab Creek
forms a major canyon to where it meets the Colorado River, &I percent of the
stream channel is either in wilderness or National Park and with our proposed
plan to close Grama  Canyon and Kanab Creek (north of Snake Gulch) to OHV
use, 100 percent of the Kanab Creek channel has some form of protective man-
agement. The remainder of Hacks Canyon that is not designated as wilderness,
will limit OHV to designated roads and trails.
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2-NPCA re AZ Strip RRP/eis  draft

lb) Other Ran&  Creek Canyon tributary
canyons, not within wilderness, such as Grama  Canyon; and
on farther up BLW's portion of Ran&  Creek Canyon, north of
the junction with Snake Gulch.

(2) In the  Parashant Canyon and Andrus/Dansil
canyons area: the upper parts of these canyons are on BLW  land.
While not as scenically noteworthy as the Kanab Creek canyons,
they do nevertheless comprise important watershed values that
interrelate with adjacent Lake Wead National Recreation Area
and Grand Canyon National Park that encompass the lower reaches
of these watersheds. RCA or S.RWA  status would acknowledge this
ecological value that relates as well to adjacent federal lands.

(3)(a)  The southern part of the Grand Wash Cliffs,
south of Grand Wash Cliffs Wilderness, is extremely scenic and
geologically interesting. Designating this awesome escarpment
as either RCA or SRMA would acknowledge this special quality.

(b) Although somewhat  less dramatically scenic,
the section of Grand Wash Cliffs, between Grand Wash Cliffs

<
Wilderness and Paiute Wilderness, may also be worthy of RCA or

2
SRMA  status.

. Concerning the  Area of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACEC) proposed to extend along the westerly rim of Marble Canyon,
adjacent to Grand Canyon National Patk, we support Alternative 3
as being closer to a likely ideal ACEC. Alt. 2 appears to be too
tightly drawn to adequately satisfy the protective purpose for
which the special management is being proposed. At least some
expansion beyond Alt. 2 appears worth evaluating--to be sure of
including the  critical habitat around the tributary watersheds
of Merble  Canvon--as around Badaer Canvon. Rider Canvon. North
Canyon, and B;?drock Canyon. We-urge ti&*erring  (if-at-all) on
the side of generosity rather than insufficiency is preferable
when dealing with the welfare of a rare or endangered plant
species.

1

Other issues:
w Concerning 'Ownership Adjustment,* we agree with Alt. 2

that any land disposals that involve desert tortoise habitat
'must  result in a net affect that is positive or neutral for the
tortoise.. The statement under Alt. 3 (-Retain  in federal owner-
ship all habitat essential for the survival of the desert tortoise 2
[emphasis addedl')  should also be included under Alt. 2; for  it
should not be implied that Alt. 2 would allow the disposal of
lands essential for the tortoise's survival.

. Regarding a new airport to serve the City of Page, we
enthusiastically support Alts. 2 and 3: that Perry Swale not be
considered for this purpose because of "potentially significant
adverse impacts associated with wilderness," etc. Other alterna-
tives should be carefully and thoroughly evaluated--including
possible sites on the Navajo Reservation. Because of the uncer-
tainties of the latter, we would suggest that a BLW-Navajo land
exchange be pursued, should a suitable airport site be found on

We have examined Andrus, Dansil, and Parashant Canyons to determine if
designation as SRMAor RCAis warranted. They contain back country recreation
and scenic values, but these canyons do not have important overlapping
resource values or require intensive recreation management. We will close the
areas to OHV to protect and maintain the scenic values and remoteness of the
area.

We have examined the Southern Grand Wash Cliffs to determine if designation
as SRMA or RCA is warranted. The area contains back country recreation and
scenic values but these cliffs and canyons do not have important overlapping
resource values or require intensive recreation management. We will limit OHV
activity in the southern Grand Wash Cliffs and Hidden Canyon to designated
roads and trailsto  protect and maintain the scenicvalues and remoteness ofthe
area. We have also adjusted the lines to include all cliff escarpments between the
Paiute Wilderness Area and the Grand Wash Cliffs Wilderness Area (see Map II-
15).

The additional 4,800 acres identified for the Marble Canyon ACEC in Alternative
3 were for Pediocactuspeeblesianus var. fickeiseniae, acategory lspecial status
species. Studies are showing a greater abundance than earlier known, and
inclusion in an ACEC is not warranted. The 10,700 acres planned for the Marble
Canyon ACEC is adequate for the listed Pediocactus _bradvi.

2 . The proposed RMP would retain all desert tortoise habitat in Category I or II. land
disposal actions that may take place in Category Ill habitat would go through a
Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 ‘consultation to prevent jeopardy. See page
11-8.
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hibal lands.
0 Concerning oil-c-gas leasing, we favor a provision

for no surface occupancy vithin ACEC's where the special re-
source values, for which these ACEC's are designated, can be
assured of protection from oil-&-gas development activities.

0 Regarding "Area B’ guideline areas: with "Special
stipulations... [regarding mineral developmentl...to  maintain
unique features and/or remotenestiin  the B areas (Map 11-l).
we suggest that AIt. 2 appears adequate  in the sensitive areas
that are outside of established wilderness areas. It vould also
appear that such stipulations will probably include all those
already being adhered to and practiced by Energy Puels  Nuclear,
Inc., in that company's precedent-setting operations in the
development and restoration of mineral exploration and mine sites
on the Arizona Strip. That being tbe case, ve suggest that some
of the Alt. 3 "guideline areas" be included in the Preferred Al-
ternative, es, for example, the Grand Wash Cliffs area between
Grand Nash Cliffs Wilderness and Paiute Wilderness and Alt. 3's
more comprehensive guideline areas adjacent to Lake Read NRA.

3

Mining companies should all be held to the high performance
standards achieved by EFN: so, designating these special stipula-
tion guideline areas should prove no greater difficulty or chal-
lenge than is currently being practiced by EPN.

0 Concerning designations: we support designating Paria
Plateau as an S-1 and as ACEC’s: Beaver Dam, Virgin River,
Little Black Mountain, Nampaweap,  and Uarble  Canyon. We urge,
however, that Port Pierce, Lost Spring Hountain,  Moonshine Ridge,
and Johnson Spring (the latter three have sensitive,  irreplaceable 4
archaeological values) be carefully re-evaluated,  to determine
whether it is better, in terms of protecting these values, to
simply apply the management prescription that would govern an
ACEC, but not apply the ACEC label that is likely to attract too
much public attention.with  resulting visitation impacts. We
realize Little Black Mountain ia another archaeological site, but
--as is recommended under Aliz&  2 and 3--that is an ideal one to
offer archaeological interpretation, under  ACEC status.

In both the ACEC's,and  on those lands deliberately not desig-
nated as ACEC's(to  not draw public attention to the sensitive re-
source value+,  vs urge that mining plans of operation be required. !j
We urge that such mining plans also be required on -Area  Bm guide- I
line areas.

0 Regarding Andrus/Dansil  canyons and Parashant canyon
being determined ineligible for ACEC management, while we do not
particularly disagree with this conclusion, we do urge that the
rationale for this conclusion be expanded from merely a statement
that *The scenic resource values in the BLM  managed portion-.-are

6

not particularly interesting and are not more than locally signi-
ficant,g  or -The  upper portions of Parasbant  Canyon do not have
scenery unique to the Grand  Canyon region." ELPMA  and BLn's
regulations do not limit the importance/relevancy of a potential
ACEC unit to exceptional scenic quality or U¶igueneSS. Other

3 . The areas managed according to Bguidelines have been expanded as shown on
Map II-1 to include some visuallysensitive areasin  the St. George cityviewshed.
Some of the land between Grand Wash Cliffs wilderness and Paiute wilderness
are proposed for management under VRM  Class II guidelines which would help
preserve the areas natural scenic values.

4 . These areas meet the relevance and importance criteria and include cultural
resource values as well as endangered species. Due to their small size and
present exposure, ACEC designations along with existing laws, regulations and
law enforcement are needed for their protection and management. The ACEC
designations would increase the public’s awareness and deter vandals.

5. Under current regulations mining plans are only automatically required in
ACECs  and in OHVclosed  areas. The proposed RMP has expanded OHV closed
areas in Parashant and Andrus Canyons in order to ensure adequate resource
management.

6. We recognize that values other than scenery are included in relevance and
importance considerations for ACEC designations. However, of the values
outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2, and based on our database, only the scenic values
may be of significance and apply in the case of Andrus, Dansil and Parashant
Canyons. The majority of people coming to the Grand Canyon region would not
seekout  these three canyonsto satisfy theiroutdoorexperience. There are many
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qualities, including worthy ecological, geological, botanical,/
wildlife habitat, may also be solid reasons for determining
eligibility or lack thereof. Further, a significant interrela-
tionship with values on adjacent federal lands, as in a national
Park, taken together with the values on the BZW  side of the line,
might also constitute adequate rationale for an eligibility de-
termination.

We urge, therefore, that the expressed rationale for Andrusf
Dansil and Parashant canyon8 be expanded beyond merely "scenic"
quality evaluations. The end recommendation may well be the same
as appears under Alt. 2, but the broader range of qualities should
nevertheless be included.

l Also regarding designations, we favor Alt. 3's designa-
tion of the Beaver Dam/Virgin River confluence area as a 'riparian
demonstration area; with a management demonstration plan for the

$
approximately 120 acres. This action would be entirely consistent
with other outstanding BLW riparian habitat protection and enhance-

2
merit  activities in Arizona, such as in the San Pedro Riparian  Na-
tional Conservation Area and in the Gila  Box area.

0 Concerning bighorn sheep and pronghorn management, we
favor Alt. 2. The wording on page II-26 appears to be ideal, and
wa strongly support Ynonitoring  studies to determine and adjust
to optimum numbers consistent with habitat potential and other
re8ource  values," [emphasis added).

l Regarding forest/woodland resources: we support the
proposed management under Alts. 2 c 3 for the relatively small but
important ponderosa pine habitat on the Uinkaret, Parashant, and
Black Rock Mountains areas. We agree that these tracts of ponderosa
should be managed (under Category C) to emphasize ecological and
recreational objectives. We suggest that the statement (p.  1X-23)
under Management direction be slightly expanded by adding the words,
~Ecologically  based...," so the sentence then reads: gEcologically
based management practices could include....* We support the use
of prescription burning (either naturally ignited or carefully
planned man-ignited fires) as a vital element in the range of
natural, ecological processes. We do agree that in certain in-
stances--particularly because of the unnatural Tuel aCCU8datiOnE
brought about by many years of fire suppression--the fire program 8
should be carefully, discretely supplemented by mechanical fuel
reduction practices. The88 practices, in conjunction with the
development of a fire matrix (with burn units of perhaps 25-250
acre8 or so) should help establish a less volatile fuels level,
so that natural fires can then b8 generally allowed to burn with-
out suppression efforts, as long as they burn within predetermined
prescription parameters.

l Concerning the Kaibab  squirrel, we believe the BLM and
Bational  Park Service ecologists should get together to discuss
the best answer to the proposal (p. 11-27) for possibly trans- 9
planting this species into ponderosa country at Parashant, adja-

6

7

more canyons in the Grand Canyon National Parkor  Lake  Mead National Pecrea-
tion Area that have significant and outstanding features superior to Andrus,
Dansil and Parashant Canyons. Their scenic resource values are not more than
locally significant and they do not possess scenery unique to the Grand Canyon
region.

7 . We concur. The proposed plan now includes a riparian demonstration area near
the Beaver Dam/Virgin River confluence. See text change, Table II-l,  page II-
18.

8. BLM concurs with the suggestions and they have been incorporated into the
planned action regarding forest management (see Table II-l,  page 11-20).

9. See response 0246-17.
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cent to Lake Head WRA. There may be legitimate concerns that
the squirrel nevei previously occupied this area of the Strip
and should, therefore, not be introduced there now. On the
other hand, it may not be possible to reasonably determine whether
this species previously lived there; in which case, it might prove
comoellinalv  arouable  that (relintroduction  could be a benefit
to *tie s&&el-to expand its iimited range farther westward
along the northern side of the Grand Canyon. It could also be
viewed as addinq interest to the visitor experience in the Para-
shant  area.

0 We fully support the document's suggestion (p.  II-331
that the BIM's  portion of the Paris  River in Arizona merits being
classified as a wild-c-scenic river. It is absolutely deserving
of this special status under the Wild-&-Scenic River System.
We would also agree that the Virgin River in Arizona could be
classified as .wild. from the Utah state line to the first I-15
freeway bridge; as .scenic' from there down to the BLM's  Virgin
River Campground; and ss *recreational” from there to at least
the mouth of the Virgin River Canyon, and perhaps on to the Nevada
state line.

0 We agree with the -Improvement  areas" objective under
Alts. 2 L 3 (p. II-341%  -Activities that would cause adverse long-
term impacts to the important visual resources in the following
areas would be prohibited or the impact mitigated to the extent
possible: Eurricane  [Cliffs]; Upper and Lower ,Grand Wash Cliffs;
Diamond Butte; Moccasin mountain; Andrus,  Parashant, Grama  and
Kanab Creek Canyons:

l Concerning existing roads: we strongly agree that the
BLM  should "Close and rehabilitate existing roads where no public
or administrative needs exist [we would add the word, 'justifiable'-
*where  no justifiable public or administrative needs exist'] in 10
areas where closed to OBVs  or where OWs  are limited to designated
roads and trails. Reclaim newly constructed access upon termina-
tion of the specific need,' as has been so successfully done to
some former KFN  access roads.

0 Regarding the Virgin River Corridor, we support aCguiSi-
tion of lands with riparian or other high resou?ce  values when
opportunities arise (with the help of The Nature Conservancy, if
needed); and the continued withdrawal of the gorge from mineral
location.

l One final aspect of the document that National Parks and
Conservation Association wants to comment on concerns the interrela-
tionship of the BLW's  Arizona Strip District's ecological Values
(air, water, watershed, soil, flora, wildlife habitat), remoteness,
public uses and access, cultural resources, and BLW's  resource
management, with the adjacent Grand Canyon National Park and Lake
mead National Recreational Area.

While we believe the draft RHP/EIS  quite well recognizes these
kinds of interrelationship realities, in terms of the actual manage-

10. We concur, see text change, page 11-34.
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=nt prescription pxoposals,  we do feel the document should be
strengthened by acknowledging end articulating these interrela-
tionships--as, for exeqle,  mentioning that certain BIJI  lands
comprise watershed lands leading onto NPS lends, vildlife hebi-
tat that encompasses lands on both BI24 and NPS sides of the line,
and that BUI lands contain certain topographical/geological fea-
tures that are within the viev  of visitors on NPS lands. Quite A
few of the proposed management objectives of the RKP will benefit
the adjacent NPS lands, and theee should be indicated. Some actions
may have the potential for detrimental impacts on the adjacent
park or recreation area. They should be mentioned. If there are
ways to mitigate those potential impacts, these should be described.
And if there appear to be irreconcilable conflicts between certain
BLM  or BUI permitted activities and the  objectives and resources
on NPS lands, we urge that such irreconcilability also be clearly
indicated.

FLPMA  and BXX planning regulations are explicit in requiring
BLN to attempt to achieve "consistency" between its own iU4P and the
plans and objectives of adjacent fed&al land managing agencies.

One key area that can have a significant impact upon adjacent
federal lands is the presence of roads that lead from BIJI  onto N2S
lands. We urge that the section on roads (the closure of some and
the continued open status for others) be at least succinctly evalu-
ated as to the interrelationship with  the NPS lands. we recognize
BLM,  in cooperation with the National Park Service, has already--
commendably--closed a number of roads/wayaleading  from BLM to NPS
lands. This fact should also be mentioned in the document.

It may well be that such articulation of interrelationships
and interrelationship impacts will not result in any substantive
changes in the document's proposed actions by BLW. Yet, we urge
that such descriptions of the interrelationship theme be included
wherever appropriate throughout the document end in a separate
section on the subject.

Finallv.  we understand there has been a nomination for ACEC I

I 11

status of tii;  Kanab Creek area. We urge that the area from the
confluence with Snake Gulch north to "Bullrush" is an excellent
ACEC candidate.

I
12

Again our thanks  for this opportunity to offer OUT  c-nts
and OUT congratulations on such an excellent document.

w regards,

National Parks and Conservation
Association

11. A new subsection has been added to Chapter IV called “Impacts to Adjoining
Lands”. This section describes the impacts of BLM’s  management on adjoining
National Park Service land.

12. Kanab Creek was thoroughly considered by the wilderness coalition and by
Congress in the Arizona Wilderness Act of 1964 (Public Law 96406).  Congress
designated 77,100 acres as the Kanab Creek wilderness, then stated that lands
“not designated as wilderness by this Act have been adequately studied for
wilderness designation.” lt was the intent of Congress that lands unsuitable for
wilderness designation be returned to multiple use management.

Our proposed plan is to close Grama  Canyon and Kanab Creek (north of Snake
Gulch) and limit OHV to designated roads and trails in the remainder of Hacks
Canyon that is not designated as wilderness.

The remainder of Kanab Creek outside of the Grand Canyon National Park
boundary and not designated as wilderness does not meet the relevance and
importance criteria for an ACEC. The text in Appendix 6 has been modified.
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April 2, 1990

Mr. DennIt  curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 Eat
se., George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I am employed by Energy Fuels, a mining company that operates
several uranium mines in the Arizona Strip District. I have the
following comments on the draft Resource Management Plan for the
Arizona Strip District.

First, I believe that Energy Fuels' track record at the Hack
Canyon mines demonstrates that mineral resources can be developed
in the District with minimal disturbance of the environment and
with significant economic benefits to the local communities. The

and its employees
g%&nent  in a manner that hze

committed to exploration and
been clearly shorn to have only

limited, short term impacts. BLM does not need to impose area-

-$
ride restrictions on mineral development to ensure that it is
done properly. I ret-nd that you adopt Alternative I. or at

=:
the very lost.  Alternative 4.

Second. the RW underemphasizes the importance of economic
development. particularly mineral development. end overemphasizes
additioPI1 restrictioruz  t o promote Vowtam recreational
experiences. As a local resident it is obvious that additional
restrictions are not neceesary  to promote recreation. We are
literally surrounded by national park, recreation areas,
wilderness rream,  Indirn reservrtioacr.  game preserves and other
federal lands upon which development may not occur. BLM should
show * greater appreciation for the value of Q-p the
remaining federal lands  under its jurisdiction for multlp e use.

Finally, BIA should not uee thelanduse  planning  process to
accomplish what Congrees xao unwilling to do in 19B4.  The
rilderness study Lfeaa  that were returned to multiple use under
the Arizona Eilderneae Act should not nox be managed rinclpall
to protect their gremotenesag. That is, for P Ial practica

the fame  as making them wilderness area=.  The breccia
~?p~“~$slts in the District are  a unique resource of national
significance. BLY ahould do its part to see that such resources
are properly developed. It should clarify that the RMP is not
intended to preclude mineral development, except in areacT that
are specifically proposed for xithdraxala.
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P.O. BOX  663  / St.  GEORGE.  UTAH

10 April 1990

nr . Dennis  Curtis. Teem Leeder
Bureau  o f  L.nd  Han.q.m.nt
Arizona St r ip  Distr ict
390 North 3OSG  East
St. Georq., UT 84770

Dear  Ur.  Curt is :

Th.nk  ycu  for the opportunity to comment on the dreft
&rizona  S t r i p  RklP/EIS. I n  r.v.i.rinq  the  dr.ft  RHP/EIS  tti.
f o l l o w i n g  wildli-f.  ~...u~c.  .on~.rn.  .r.  forr.rd.d:

a. Land R..ourc.: Ilt.rn.tiv*  3 (p. 11-9)  that  r e t a i n s
ell  d...rt  tortoia.  habitat essentisl  for  torto ise aurviv.1
should be adopted. Thir would allow for l xehanqe of low
quality end law den.ity  d..ert  tortoise  habitat . At  a
minimum. . retention policy for category 1 and 2 desert
torto ise habitet .hould  be speoified. Thir  would be
eon.i.tint  with objective 7 of  the Renqeride  Plan for
tlanaqement  of  the Desert  Tortoise .n the .Publi.  Lands.
Csteqory  3 deser+-  torto ise hebitet  should be ev.1u.t.d
on  a a...-by-case  bsri..

The term .neutral  for the tort.i.e’  under the preferred
el ternetiv.  (p. 11-g)  provides con.ider.ble  lat itude for  the

I
1

di.po..l  of  lend in tortoise habitet. For l a.mple, it could
be interpreted that tortoi.e  relocetion  to low  torto ise
pcpuletion  density  .re.  th . t  i.  conridered potentirl  h.bltat
could justi fy disp.a.1  of eateqary  1  or  2 habi tat  to
.csommod.t.  d.v.l.pm.nt. Even though very l i tt le lend i .
identified for exchange or  se10  (Hap  II-r).  lend diapooel  i.
of .pe.i.l  concern in the Litt lef ield .re..

b. Miner.1 Resource Oil .nd  Gas. Alternetive  3 (p. 11-13)
no aurfase  oscup.ncy  for  desert  tortoise protection should
replrce  ses.on.l  r e s t r i c t i o n  (p. 11-12)  .dopt.d  under  the
prefdrred  .ltern.tive. In eddition  t.  the  Bearer Den Slope
ACEC. the remainder of c.t.q.ry  1  .nd  2 desert  rort0i.e
habitet .hould  be .dd.d to the NSO sti.ul.tion. D...rt

I 2

1. Prior to completion of any land exchange involving possible desert tortoise
habitat, Section 7 consultation will be done to assure a net effect that is positive
for the tortoise in accordance with the Endanoered  Species Act (see page H-5).

2. The referenceon page II-12 in the draft RMP/EIS regarding seasonal restrictions
being applied to oil and gas leases for the protection of desert tortoise habitat
was in error and has been deleted.

t o r t o i s e  populetion  d.n.ities  >20 .h.uld  b e  conridered
eppropriete  f o r  IS0  prot6cti.n.

Nap III -1 iden:ifi.s  O&G  re..ur.e  potential  (I.
m o d e r a t e  i n  d..ert  t o r t o i s e  h.bit.t. Even though  th .  RMP
.uqq..t.  that  there may not be any exploration during the
l i fe of  this  RHP, exploretion  or  development e.n  not be
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di  sceunted. If economic conditions favor exploration or
development of moderstc  OSG  reserves.  exploration impacts
a l o n e  c o u l d  h a v e  a devastatinq  e f f e c t  o n  a n  a l r e a d y
over-stressed Arizona Strip,desert  tortoise population. If a
discovery ws  made. the cumulative impact of 5 to 10 acre
development areas  wi th  sssocieted  roads  could be extremely
detr imental  to tortoise recovery.

Since desert  tortoise hsbi  tat  ia in Area A (Hap ii-l),  i t
is anticipated that reclamation of roads or O&G  pads may not
occur. E v e n  i f  reclamstion  was  s p e c i f i e d ,  r e c l a m a t i o n
effectiveness under fragile desert environmental condition
is highly suspect. F o r  e x a m p l e  u t i l i z i n g  an area  o n  t h e
u p p e r  Beever  Dam  S l o p e  t h a t  a p p e a r s  t o  be  e n  o l d  d r i l l  pad
s i t e , it  appears reclamation would be extremely dif f icult .
T h e r e  i s  v i r t u a l l y  n o  vegetstion regeneration after 5 years
of observation.

U n d e r  l o c a t a b l e  m i n e r a l s  ( p .  111-6).  v e g e t a t i o n
recovery after land  disturbance on the Arizona Strip can  take
between 5 and 10 years . For the desert environment occupied
by the desert tortoise, the  5 to  10  year  vegeta t ive  recovery
t i m e t a b l e  i s  p r o b a b l y  m i s l e a d i n g . A n  expected  vegetative
recovery t ime for desert environmental extremes needs
clsrification  i n  t h e  f i n a l  R M P . T h e  l a c k  o f  veqetstiva
re,ponse  t o  diaturbancs, shoul  d be cons5  dered sddi ti onal
just i f icat ion for  NSO on tortoise habitat .

C. Mineral Resource - Mininp  Law. The preferred
a l t e r n a t i v e  [p. 11-13)  s h o u l d  r e f l e c t  t h a t  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e
h a b i t a t  w i t h  ( J d e n s i t y  o f  >20  ( C a t e g o r y  1  a n d  2 )  w i l l  b e
closed to mineral  entry. This would be consistent  with
‘Desert  Tortoise Habitat  Management on thw  Public Lands: A
Rangewide  P l a n ” msnagwncnt  a c t i o n  1 4 A . “Closed to
m i n e r a l  entry. w o u l d  p r o b a b l y  have  l i t t l e  i m p a c t  o n  e x i s t i n g
mining claims.

E v e n  t h o u g h  there  i s  d m o d e r a t e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  g o l d  (p.
III-O), a gold  c y a n i d e  leaching  o p e r a t i o n  w i t h i n  cateqory  I
or  2 desert tortoise habitat can not be discounted. EOCOUSB
c y a n i d e  l e a c h i n g  operationa can require up to 200 acres or
more plus road access acreaqe, o n e  o p e r a t i o n  dr  LI combinetion
o f  o p e r a t i o n s  has  t h e  petantiat t o  d r a s t i c a l l y  impact  tortoise
r e c o v e r y  e f f o r t . This  r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  a r e l a t i v e l y  hlqh
.cresqe  f o r  m i n i n g  o p e r a t i o n  p l u s  t h e  uncertainty  o f
v e g e t a t i v e  recovery  a f t e r  o p e r a t i o n  h a s  s e r i o u s  i m p l i c a t i o n
o f  t h e  S t r i p ’ s  a b i l i t y  t o  msnage  f o r  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  when
faced with possibility  of mining law implementation.

Therefore. ths potential impact t l ininq Law fre*-access
and  patent provision could have on management necessary for
daeert  tortoise recovery need to be clearly addkessed  under
“Impacts to Special  Status Species” (p.  IV-35). I n  L e s h y ’ r
‘ T h e  Hining  Law* (1987).  p a t e n t  o f  land  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  m i n i n g
i,  n o t  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  o n c e  Uininq  Law requirement8  are  m e t .
I f  t h i s  i s  t h e  c a s e . it i s  i n t e r p r e t e d  t h a t  t h e  losr  o f

3 The withdrawal of tortoise habitat from mineral entry was presented and ana-
lyzed in Alternative 3 of the draft RMP/EIS.  Under the preferred alternative, the
Beaver Dam Slope ACEC would be closed to OHV use. As  a result, any
exploration or development proposal utilizing motorized vehicles as a form of
access would require prior bureau approval of a plan of operation. Approval of
a plan of operation is a federal action requiring consultation with the U. S. Fish
and WIldlife  Service where such actions may affect threatened or endangered
species. Through this process, the bureau, in consultation with the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, assures that approval of the action would not likely jeopardize
the continued existence of any listed species or result in the adverse modification
of critical habitat. lf the approval of any action would not fulfill the requirements
of the Endangered Species Act, the action would not be approved. Based  on this
analysis, the withdrawal of tortoise habitat in the Beaver Dam ACEC is not
justified.

Management action 14a of the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan recommends
considering the withdrawal of category 1 tortoise habitat areas. The draft RMP/
EIS is consistent with this recommendation as a withdrawal of category 1 and 2
areas were considered in the draft plan.

4 . Upon satisfaction of the requirements of the law, the owner of a valid mining
claim has the right to a patent from the United States conveying fee title to the
land contained within the claim. The actions taken by the Secretary of the Interior
in processing an application for patent are not discretionary. Even though the
ownerof an unpatented mining claim does have the rightto patent under the law,
this right is applicable only in those cases where a valid mining claim is
supported by the discovery of a valuable mineral deposit. The requirements of
discovery are stringent, and in fact very few mining claim patents are issued by
the bureau each year. Since 1976, mineral patents for only 127 mining claims
have been issued by the bureau in the State of Arizona. This number represents
less than one tenth of one percent of the total number of claims in the state of
Arizona. Given the stringent requirements for mineral patent and the mineral
resource potential of the category one and two desert tortoise areas, it is unlikely
that mineral patents would be issued in these areas during the life of the plan.
Under the preferred alternative, exploration to discover mineral resources in this
areawould be permitted to the extent that it is compatible with the provisions of
the Endanaered  Species Act.
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category I  or 2 desert tortoise habitat could cocur. I t  i s
also not clear if  the Endangered Species Act provides the
statutory  mechsnism  necessary for hsbitet protection. It
may be sppropriete  for the fine1  RMP/EIS  to address the
interaction between mining \sw  and the Endenqered  Species
@CL.

Ares B  designation under alternative  3 (p.  11-13) should
be adopted under the preferred alternative for desert
torto ise hsbi  tat . Aa  a threatened species, the desert
tortoise should quali fy es e unique resource value with
special manaqement  requirements. Under the current RMP Area
fi  designation. there is’too  much meneqement  lat i tude that  msy
mey  be counter productive to tortoise msnagement. for
example. i t  is  interpreted that  new roods  for exploration or
range  improvement projects mey  be l uthorized. This would sdd
to access svailebility  which would undoubtedly create en
additional burden to the desert tortoise. Therefore,
pert inent portion6  of the “Desert Tortoise Habitat Management
on the Public Lends: A Rangewide  Plan  that relate to miners1
development and edd protective measures  for  the tortoise
should be added to the fine1 RMP/EIS. I t  ehauld  be noted that

+

mit igat ion measures  that relate to vegetative rehabi l i tat ion
would be highly suspect. LIs  noted, vsgetetive  treatment may

g
not be effective.

d. Vstershed  - Water Resource. In addition to Mining
LOW  adverse impact on sound lend msnaqenent.  the fsilure  t o
ettain  water  r ights  necessary  to meet management objectives
could  be devastating in meeting RMP  ststed  objectives. Under
‘Watershed’ (p. 11-17)  i t  states  t h e  S t r i p  w i l l  f i l e  f o r
weter  r ights under state  law. If rstar  r ight  attainment is
simi ler  to Utah. w a t e r  rights  n.csssery  to perform land
manegement  activit ies may be extremely di f f icult  to attain.
This  is  eopetislly  true for  r ipar isn nsnsgement  end
maintenance of spring and  seep necessary for wildl i fe.

Beceusc  wetor  r ights are a key element necessary to meet
management needs, the Strip end the Burceu  hes an obligation
to eddress  the water r ight issue beyond just  f i l ing for  water
r ights i f  intent of  preferred alternative for  r iparisn.
spring. end seep menaqement  is to be realized: The final
RMP/EIS  should eddrese  additional steps being taken  to attein
water  r ights beyond just f i l ing.

Eeceuse  water  r ights  avai labi l i ty  may  not b,e adequate to
meet  msnsqsment  need. the f ins1 RMP should establish a pol icy
that promotes cooperative developmbnt  of seeps  and springs
f o r  w i l d l i f e . And, provides . Y  mechanism to maintein  water
f l o w s  i n  rlparian  ereeb. The exchange of public land access
for wetar  available for wildl i fe end public use seems e
reasonable compromise in meeting publjc  land wildl i fe end
riparian and recreational objectives in the absence of Stste
recognit ion or  low prior ity assignment of  water r ights for
Bureau rslsted  objectives.

5
5 . The proposed RMP states that 36,600 acres be designated and managed as

Category 1 habitat, 71,706 acres as Category II and 214,200 acres as Category
III. Categorydefinitionsand managementobjectivesarefound in the Rangewide
Plan for Desert Tortoise Habitat Management (see Appendix 16 and page III-10
in the final RMP/EIS.  Therefore the proposed RMP includes the most pertinent
portions of this plan.

6. The BLM is aggressive in filing for water rights at the source. All filings and
developments are evaluated in BAs for their impacts on riparian areas and for
their multiple use values.

Springs and seeps are being inventoried by an interdisciplinary team to deter-
mine their existing soil, water, fauna and flora, current condition, and potential.
Riparian management plans need to be developed by the team. Pre-plan and
post-plan monitoring are needed to assess the effects.

7 . A common practice of BLM is to work with and encourage individuals who have
water rights to make water available for wildlife and riparian values. Sometimes
these conditions become part of the conditions of a right-of-way grant.

3



04-I 0 (continued) 04-I 0 (continued)

r:

It  is recognized that there er.  many w*at.r  r ights holders
thet  cooperate with BLH. But  ns  the demand for reletively
smal l  source*  of weter  (seeps h springs)  intensify voluntary
.gr..m.nt  mey  n o t  b e  e.sily,.ttein.d. Therefore i t  mey  be
appropriate that the preferred altero.tivt  (p-  11-17)
l steblish l policy of cooperetion  to ensure rater is
ev.ilabl.  for  wi ldl i fe,  l ivestock. e n d  recreetional  purposer.
It  should be policy thet  us. of public eccess  to develop
water  ohould n o t  b e  e t  t h e  e x p e n s e  o f  other  public  s u c h  es
wildl i fe .

a. SP.ci.1  Stetus  Species  - D e s e r t  T o r t o i s e .  I n
eddition  to concerns mentioned under items e,  b end c above.
the elternetiv.  to  ellor  activit ies between November 1 and
Februsry  15 that may  hev.  edverse  impact on desert  tortoise
habi Let (p. 11-20)  may provide development opportunity. But,
et t ime when the loss  of eny desert  tortoise habitat may be
cr i t ical  to  the very existene.  of the enimal.  adverse  impact
l special ly in cetsgory  I end 2 hebitet has  to be seriously
quertioned. This  i#  eepetielly  true  when i t  is  l ikely
edverse  impacts wil l  occur on let.  spring  snd  surmwr
concentration .I..=. The inabi l i ty of  vegstetion  to respond
to reclamation projects makes adverse encroachment extremely
unettrattive  to .  sound desert  tortoise menegemint  stretegy.

f . Riperian. Under the preferred slternetive.  the
03 riporien  ACEC 1s highly supported. I t  i s  uncleer  i f  t h e
A Proposed  ACEC would include riparian scresge  along  the Beaver 10

Dam/Virgin R<ver  oonfluence. Hopeful ly.  i t  does. The I
elternetive  3 proposal of .  riperian  demonstration are.  et the
Beever  Own/Virgin  River confluence may  be e excellent ides.
Such .  demonrtretion  er..  ney  f i t  into  e community overal l
development plen  end provide the Str ip with en opportunity  to
demonscrete  commitment to ripsrien  mrnaqement. H0W.V.f
t h e r e  ia  l eeneern  t h a t  e ripsrian  demonstretian  er..  mey
increase human treffie  into the er... lhis  may edveraely

I 11
effect the Common Black Hewb  that  mey  nest in the ere.. Then
there is the possibi l i ty .  fenced r iparien demonstration .I..
may be the only l l ternet iv .  to  protect  the r ipar ien resource
from incressed  adverse impect  due to Litt lef ield er..  growth.

&a  mentioned under item d, the non-evaile6ility  of w a t e r
r ight .  to  protect  inatresm  f low could  here .  .  drastic effect
o n  riperian  mandgement. Without .  push by the Strip end the
Bureeu  to obtain neeessery  inatresm  f low protection.  the
p o t e n t i a l  f o r  .  sound  riparisn  menaqement  p o l i c y  w i l l  remein
.  question msrk.

The impact Mining Le*  free-•ccess end patent provision
could have on riperian  er..  should  be addressed. I f  pstent
is  applied for end includes sections of riperisn  hsbitet,  how
will  the riparien  resour~.  be protected?

g .  rerirw  Henaaement. The preferred eltcrnetive  (p.
11-25)  impl ies that  AMP’s wi l l  be the msneging  document for
l ivestock on desert tortoiee  renge. In  reviewing the

12

8. Impacts of constructing access across public lands to develop private waters are
analyzed in an environmental assessment. Mitigation is developed to off-set
adverse impacts and is included in the project approval document as stipula-
tions. This is ELM  policy.

9. Section 7 consultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be conducted
on any action that may affect tortoises. Standard mitigation and consultation
recommendations will prevent significant adverse impacts. Restrictions on
activities from February 15 to October 31 is another dimension of insurance to
protect animals during their most active period.

10. The Virgin River ACEC identified in both Alternative 2 and 3 includes the area of
the Virgin River/Beaver Dam confluence.

11. Ariparian demonstration plan is at the activity plan level and would be approved
only after an EAwas  completed. A riparian demonstration plan requires consid-
eration for wildlife, including protection and objectives to enhance wildlife
habitat elements. Human traffic may adversely affect nesting of the common
black hawk, an Arizona listed candidate species. Considerable human activity
is already evident in this area, being in close proximity to the Beaver Dam
community resort and golf course. Any impacts to wildlife would be mitigated.

12. See comment response 04-W-04.

4



04-I 0 (continued)

Beaver Dam Siope  AU?, it  appears the l ivestock management
scheme erteblished  may be appropriate for years of good
forage  production. It appears trend for key perennial shrubs
and grasses  is improving. ljowever  the established grazing
systems bared co D  ut i l izat ion level  of 50% may be inadequate
during dry years. This may  be l specially true. when
spring grazing is scheduled three years  in a row  during an
ertended  drought period. As is the case with the Beaver Dam
Slope al lotment.

If  during dry years qrazinq  is authorized, evan  at
reduced levels, end  the 50% forage uti l ization is retained,
increased lirestbck  pressure on available annuals needed for
tortoise may preclude attainment of 50%  f o r a g e  uti l izat ion
level . Since there is an sense that ennuals  are extremely
important to the sprinq diet of  the tortoise,  dry year use by
cattle  msy  be contributing to suspected tortoise nutrit ional
deficiency. Increased pressure on annuals becomes especially
siqnifiosnt  i f  nutrit ional deficiency is l inked to the fatal
upper respiratory tract  diseasr  (IJRTD). A recent study by Dr.
E l l iott  R. Jacobson and Dr. Jack  U. Gaskin  form the College
of Veterinary Medicine.  University of  Flordia.  indicates that
tortoise malnutr it ion could very well  be connected tc URDT

<
because of imnunosuppression. .Invnunosupprtrsion  i t  appear5  i s
directly l inked to malnutr it ion.

E Because mounting evidence does suggest  that  melnutrition
is,directly  l inked to tortoise populat ion viabi l i ty ,  a
grazing system based on annual vegetation needs to be adopted
for  dry years. Because there. has been ccnsjderable  work done
by the Dixie RA in conjunction with range  profeasionsls.  the
US FWS , the rnnual  veqetetion  policy esteblished should
be adopted 1s  part of  the f inal  RMP/EIS.

The Dixie RA annual vegetation policy specifies
-no  grazing from Msr.ch  1 - May 31  when l nnue.1 forage
production is <ZOO  lbs/sere’  and “Grazing permitted from
November to the end of May when forage  production is >300
lbo/scre. It  is highly possible when annual  production
is  below 200 lbs/scre  vigor of perennial plants
is  also  reduced. Perennial  qress  loss of vigor may reduce
nutritiona!  value needed by the torto ise durin’q  late spring.
summer and fal l  grazing  period.

h. Wildl i fe Resource - H M P . Under *Management Gui dance
Common to All  Alternatives’  (p .  11-26).  i t  appears  that
wildl i fe management pol icy wil l  plsse  considerable of emphasis or
HMP’s. In reviewing the Parie-Kanab  and  Mt .  Trumbul l  HMP’s ,
these HMP’s appeared cut of date. It  is bel ieved the
remaining HWP’s  may also be cut of date. it  sppesrs
msny  of the wildlife projects specified have been completed.
It  is  noted that  HMP’s  have no biological assessment section
either tc determine why objective were  not ettsinsd or  rhst
impacts tray  be expected from lend  management  action.

I f  HMP’s  are  the basis for  wi ldl i fe  maneqement  pol icy ,  i t

13

14

04-I 0 (continued)

c
13. The Beaver Dam Slope allotment has not reached the 50  percent utilization level

in recent years. Even though the allotment is used every spring, a rotation
system is in place that givesrestfrom grazing to one of the three pastures during
the growing season. That rest period rotates through the pastures. So the whole
allotment is not used every spring, only one or two of the pastures.

14. The BLM will consult with the US!%% under Section 7of the Endangered Species
&on our ongoing livestock grazing management in desert tortoise habitat. In-
formation on grazing practices and vegetation data will be developed and
analyzed in conjunction with tortoise habitat and occurrencedata. Wewill  adjust
management as necessary to follow the terms and conditions of the biological
opinion.

In addition, we have been and will continue to implement, measures favoring
deserttortoiseforage and habitat improvement in allotment management plans.

15. lt is BLM policy that all new HMPs  and major changes in existing HMPs  be
evaluated in E/w.  E3s  are also written on actions authorized by BLM affecting the



04-I 0 (continued) 04-I 0 (continued)

would eeem  appropriate that s interdiscipl inary
biological evaluation of anticipsted  impacts to wi ld l i fe
habitat resource  duo  to mineral  l xplorstion or development.
recreational act iv i ty . or  l ivestock grazing  would be
essential  element of any  habitat  nanaqamsnt  plsn. For sn
sxsmple, i t  i s  c~n?m~n  t o  reed  i n  non-renewsble  rssouree  EA.8
- wi ld l i fe  will  be tsmporsrily  dispersed. Depending on  tha
habitat involved snd impact  from cunuletivs  re80urc.s
erplorstioo  o r  extrsction. the wi ld l i fe  resource  could be
seriously impacted without knowledge that an impact was
cccurrinq  or possible. It should be known in l dvsnco what
degree of sdvsrse  impost  wildl i fe can tolerstc. T h i s  csn
only be accomplished through e biological  assessment st  t ime
of HMP  devsl  opmsnt.

Biolo9iesl  l ssossm~nt  snelyrinq  degree of impact wildl i fe
csn absorb would seem especially important for crucial
hsbi tats. Wildl i fe biological  assessment would seem
especial ly spproprinte  for  mule  deer  high concentration
winter  areas  such ss  Buckskin And Gunsight  Point . I t  i s
h i g h l y  concoivsble. that  incress-  development oriented
sctivity  may  have  e negstivs  impsct. either through increased
wildl i fe harassment or forced movement which incresses
impact on  diminished wildl i fe forsgs base. It  should be
noted that  many feel deer  csn  ba ssri  ly  displaced without

-7
sdverse  impact to ovsrsl l  density . Howe  “d r , d e e r  ars

E
cresturss  of habitet  which msy be v8pecislly  sppliclbls  i n
returning to winter  rsnqs. Thi  a msy  be’ overlooked in
msnsqemsnt  dsci si  no making.

On psqs  II -24 therm  is mention of a Waterfowl snd Reptor
HMP  . These HMP’s  may not hove  been implemented. This  hesda
to bs clsr i f isd. Thsso  t4PlP’s  were  n o t  s v s i l s b l s  at  t h e
Vsrmi l l ion RA  when HMP  review  wss  msds.

i .  W i l d l i f e  Rescurcq  - Hula  D e e r . In comparing Map 11-l
a n d  Hsp  111-19, i t  appears  that crucial  mule deer  habitat
from Cunsiqht  Point  north is  under  Area  A management. This
seems to imply that new rosd l ccsss will be authorized into
the .res. The conclusion is thst thsae  nsw  roads not be
rsclsimed sftar  uss  is terminated. Is this the east? Since
crucial  hsbitsts sre  considsrod  extremely impdrtsnt to the
etsbi l i ty  of  Arizons  Strip deer herd. it  would be appropriate
for the f ins1 AMP/EIS  to acknowledge that no new roads into
deer crucial srsss  wil l  be authorized on s permanent basis.
At  the very least  HP’s  should so  stipulste. It  would resm
appropriste  that high uss  deer winter  rsnqe  should be managed
undsr  Ares B criter ia.

lo reviewing several  RMP’s  from other Resource  Areas.
there is  a recognition of the importsnce  of crItica  winter
rsnqs. This recognit ion sppssre  to be l bssot from this draft
RL(P/EIS  snd current WMP’s. Because of the value plsced  on
deer crucial  winter rsnga  by other  land msnsgers  s seasonal
r t ipulst ion - November 1 through Apri l  15 - has been adopted
to restr ict  erplarst ion or  development act iv i ty . T h i s  i s  to

15

16

17

18

existing environment. These actions could include mining plan approval, range
improvements, powerline rights-of-ways, etc. Through this process all signifi-
cant impacts affecting wildlife would be evaluated.

16. Corrections made, page 11-26.

17. Specific road and trail construction standards are determined based on consid-
eration of resource management needs. These include user safety and impacts
to environmental values, wildlife habitat, soil stability, recreation, visual re-
sources and construction/maintenance costs. New roads may be created to
access resource development but must be rehabilitated upon completion of the
need for the road. The analysis of impacts from the construction of a road into
deer crucial habitat would occur during the EA review process. Subsequent ap-
proval or disapproval of the project would result.

18. We also recognize the importance of crucial deer winter range. Mule deer are
generally not as prone to beaffected by small scale operations during the winter
period. Site-specific mitigation is developed through HMP implementation and
the EA process. Areas which support significant deer numbers would receive
particular attention.

6



04-l 0 (continued)

prevent undue stress on deer during their  crit ical  winter
peri  cd. There  i s  a exception that authorizes exploration or
development activity i f  deer use is minimal during the
November 1 - Apri l  15 t ime-frame. This seasonal st ipulation
is  a reasonable approach to deer menagement  while meeting the
need of development . Seasonal l etivity restriction is
especial ly important in high deer ue.e  concentration areas.
The Arizona Strip should consider crucial  deer winter range
seasonal stipulation and include it  under ‘Issu~/Rasouree:
Wildl i fe Resources. f ins1 RHP/EIS.

HMP  mule deer  objective for Gunsight  Point  not  included
in Appendix 17 (p. A57). Per  Paria-Kanab  H M P .  Gunsight  Point
objective should read ‘lncreese  the resjdent  deer  herd from
180 deer (1  deer/section) to 360 deer (2 deer/section)“. 19

HMP mule deer objective for M t . Trumbull HMP in Appendix
1 7  (P. 157)  s h o u l d  rend “fawn survival  from 30 tc 75/100 doe
by 1996’.

As noted though out the above comments, there is a sense

5
that the draft  RMP/EIS  doer not sddress  the  tortoise issue

E
adequately. Placement of tortoise habitat under Area  R
msnaqrmsnt  guidelines signals a reduced commitment to
this  speciai  i n t e r e s t  spsoies. I t  i s  a strong belief that
applicable mansqemcnt  objectives from the ‘Desert  Tortoise
Habitat  Management on the Public Lands: LI Rangewide  Plan”
should be made part  of  the RMP. I t  i s  b e l i e v e d .  the
tortoise  ranqeuidc  plan should not be used  as l secondary
rarerence  sO”rce. The tortoise aitustion  wil l  undoubtedly be
around for the l i fe  of  this  RMP/EIS. Therefore, a stronger
management emphasis should bn pert of  the f inal  RMP/EIS.

Resocctfull  Y.

L.  Cordel l  Peterson
Non-game Coordinator

04-I 0 (continued)

19. Corrections made, page A-53.

CC: Arizona Wildl i fe Federation
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04-11

1220 Y. Las Lomitas
Tucson, AZ. 85704
27 Hatch  1990

04-11

nr. Dennis Curtis
BUREAU OF LAND BANAGERENT
Arizona Strip District
390 N.  3050 E.
St. George, Utah 84770

Re : Ariz.Strip
RRP/E  IS

Greetings Mr. Curtis:

This wil l  acknowledge and thank you for the above mentioned
document and the opportunity as a citizen to voice my
opinion and suggestions in the management of our national
heritage, Federal Land.

Ry suggestions/comments/questions wil l  be directed by page
number.

1. Page III-2 /airports. I recommend:

-7
A. No additional airports be permitted in the district

%
f o r  t h i s  p l a n .

B. Remove/obliterate those that are used very little or
n o t  a t  a l l .  (e.g. Toroveap. Whitmore. C l i f f
Dwellers, Pakoon 1

C. Restrict development OF the remaining airports with
exception of Colorado City and Page.

D. Airports should be operated on public land by
private enterprise to assure a profitable operation.
If’  they cannot be operated profitably they should
n o t  b e  b u i l t .

2. Page III-2 /ROW corridors.
A. Shivvits  Resource area has a 2 mile wide corridor

and Vermilllon  has a 2000 foot corridor. Vhy not 1
standardize on maximum 2000 foot corridor?? I

3. Page X11-3-10 /Oil & gas exploration.
A. Of the 43 we l l s  d r i l l ed  fo r  gas  h oi l .  NONE have

encountered either product in paying quantities. 2
How many additional exploratory holes must be
dr i l l ed  beFore the f inal  determinat ion is  reached??

4. Page 111-3-10 /Minerals.
A. It appears that uranium is currently the -hot’ item

in the district in Breccia pipe deposits . I I I - 5
states that two mines are in operation and three in
various stages of development. Due to the haul
truck trafFic  end related pollution inherent with
unpaved roads I recommend that a limit be placed on
the number of mines in operatation. in connection
vith the current mining operations I  would l ike to

1. Corridor widths would be standardized with the proposed one-mile-wide corri-
dor through both the Vermillion and Shivwits  Resource Areas except for a one-
half mile wide corridor across Ferry Swale and that portion through the desert
tortoise habitat where individual right-of-way applications would be analyzed on
a case-bycase basis to reduce impacts on the tortoise.

2 . The number of exploratory wells required to determine that an oil or gas mineral
resource does not occur within a particular area depends on several factors: size
of the area, the geologic complexities, the available technology, and the pricing
structure.



04-I 1 (continued)

AZ.  Str ip  Page 12.

make the following recommendations regarding the
haul trucks:

1. Every effort should be made to keep the dust
clouds that follow the haul trucks to a
minimum. Any dust abatement method that is
used should be at the sole expense OF the
mining company. It  is  unfair  to  the taxpayers
to use tax dollars to build and maintain haul
roads for private enterprise to make a profit.
Let the user pay.

2. Determine if the contractors/mining company’s
haul trucks are paying Fuel taxes via fuel
vendors pumps or if they are having fuel
hauled to the jobsite  as tax exempt industrial
fuel _ I f  fuel  tax is  not  being paid,  i t  is
gross ly  unfair  to  the taxpaying publ ic .

3. Is there any financial protection For bankrupt
mining companies?? e.g. Uho  does the
reclamation of a mine site in the event of a 3
bankruptcy?? I recommend the mining
company/contractor post a bond to cover the
reclamation work.

B. I commend EFN for the outstanding reclamation job
done at Hack Canyon. I trust subsequent
reclamation will be equal.

5 .  Page  111-11-12  /Cul tural  resources.
A. Cultural resources should be protected under all

conditions as Follows:
1 . Do not  publ ic ize  locat ions  of  the s i tes .

Information concerning location should be
avai lable  only to  archaeologists  and
responsible persons wishing to study or
photograph same.

2. Where possible, major sites should be limited
t o “permit” visitation only.

6.  Page I I I -15  /Water  quality.
A. Water  quality should be protected/guarded

meticulously.
1 . Special attention should be given to the mining

operations in the area where toxic chemicals
are in use for leaching or cleaning purposes.

7.  Page I I I -15 k 16 /Air  resource.
A.  Burning landfi l ls  should be prohibited.

8 . Page I I I-24 /Burros.
A. Burros competing with Big Horn Sheep For Forage and

water should be eliminated.
1. Uncontrolled proliferation of burros should not

be permitted. These animals should be
harvested the same as any other and their
numbers control led.

04-I 1 (continued)

3 . At the present time, the authorized officer of the bureau may require a reclama-
tion bond of operators or claimants operating under a plan of operation.



04-I 1 (continued)

AZ . Strip Page 13.

9 .  Page  I  I1 -32 /Transportat ion/Access/Roads.
A. The current paved access to the Strip District ie

adequate. Additional paved roads into these remote
areas promotes garbage dumpine  and added traffic.
Above all, the road to Toroueap should remain
unpaved.

B. Areas near  communit ies should be designated for OHV
use. OHV use should be prohibited in any other
areas due to the severe damage they do to the
delicate desert areas.

C. Where possible, the existing roads should be
properly signed for those desiring to find a given
area. Uhat is the annual cost for maintaining the 4
signs in the Strip District??? It must be
excessively high due to the vandalism and theft.

10. General comments.
A. The Virgin River Scenic Area and the Vermilllon lr

Cliffs Natural Area should not only retain these
I

i)
designations they should be classed as ACEC’s.

, . Gene I. Uendt

04-I 1 (continued)

4. We are continually improving and replacing road signs as funds are made
available. A road numbering system tied to a recreation visitor map is currently
being implemented. Over $5,ooO  per year is currently spent maintaining signs.

5. Most of the Wrgin River scenic area and the Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area are
included in the Paiute/Beaver Dam Wrlderness  Area and the Vermillion Cliffs/
Paria Canyon Wilderness Areas respectively. The remainder of the Virgin River
scenic area is included in the proposed Virgin River Corridor ACEC.

The Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area does not meet the relevance and importance
criteria outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 for ACEC designation, but the natural area
designation and associated withdrawal are included in the proposed RMP.

CIU/glw
File 390AZST
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I.

A.

B.

C.

II.

1. same  actaaqe  o f  Aax’=.
2. Altomativa  I3 confum~s rwrmational  and .nvirona.n-

ta1 oone.nu. %'b.~ tvo ~.a  .r. contradictory in
*o*. v.y.. FOI wcarpl.,  increased vimitor  ume could
hava . negativa impact on  vildlif*.

3. Surfau  diaturbansa  diffsronce  bstveen  12 a n d  I3 -
25 a~.

?¶ore ACEC’a  or B area. were recommended by the public t0
ancoapas.  tha ar.a adjacent to Grand Canyon National
Park'e northorn border. If Alternative #3 we=. really a"
environmanta sltamativa, i t  would include thaa
recommendationm  by the  public.

In Altornatiw  12 vs Alternative 43: 443,210  .o -Alter-
native 12 S9ocia1  Hmaqm.nt  Arabs;  452,800 a.c - AlterM-
tiVo  $3 Sprcial Han~gUtent  Aream.  This is not a si$!“ifi-
cant difteronca  in .cr.aq. comparad to 2.8 nillion  total
acreaq..

W. vould lik. to ,..  all  of tha 9ublic’m  eomenta
published  and rrspondad to. (Doer  this happen
anyvharo in th* Bux's RxP process?)

Tb rang. of possible Mnsgenent  practice=  aI0 not
fully aplain.&  for the public to evaluate.

In many pL¶c*s a11  rccreatibnal activities are
lunpad together, i.e.,  ORV's  might-seeing, backpack-
ing, trapping, l tc. In spit*  of Appendix 20, which
definea  ROS  classes, l ach alternative should Clearly
diatinqulah htvwn high and low impact recreation
activithr.

Wa .re pleased that the BUI ia not racommandinq  the
Fwryswalc  airport proposal.

The mapm  in the Draft EM9  "era  of such poor quality
that they “era  us.lesa. Landmarks, roads, etc.
should br included, in order to ascurataly aCCes6
what praoticss .re being  conoidered in what areas.

1

I
2

3

I
4

1. See general response to public comments page VS.

2. The records of our Scoping and Issue identification activities are available for
review in the district office. This final RMP/EIS includes copies of all public
comments received on the draft along with ourresponses to all substantive com-
ments.

3. Most recreational activities occurring on the Strip are low impact. A major
objective of the plan is to manage most of the Strip for extensive recreation.
Exceptions to this are OHV use areas and developed campgrounds. OHV des-
ignations are described in Table II-l,  page II-32 and on Map II-15 The only
developed campground on the district is Cedar Pocket in the Virgin River Gorge;
no new developed campgrounds are planned.

4. Anew set of maps with township lines and other locators has been prepared for
the final RMP/EIS.
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04-I 2 (continued)

(Th.  nap. on  L.A. ‘e  f o r  l”dividu.1  min.18 hav. b..”
better  than thee. m.p..

We feel  it'm  better to kaep the 200 ft. right-of-my
on the Paris  Plateau, than to have on. mile-wide
right-of-way, a‘ is 8uqq.mt.d.

The touriet trade is bdnq  undervalued on the
Arizona strip. User day. should be give" a dollar
value, in order to accurately assess the tourists' 5
and recreational umere’ .ff.ct.  on t h . local
economy. According  to the BLH’.  det.  (Table III -
291, only l-a*  of the area'm income im derived from
mininq,  for local remidentm.

All right-of-ways should be located in areas vher.
it doeen‘t  interfere with  l cenic value.

The tares "desirable plant community", "undesirable
plant couunity" and "etaqnant  comnunity= ar. used 6
in the draft WIP without being defined. A I
"deeirabl. plant community. ehould consist of native
plant spci.#  and exclude introduced species. Ev.XY
effort should be made to restore  plant corpuniti..
to their original condition with native plant
.p.ci... Vaqetative  trmatrents  or convereio”  should
be u”d.rt.k.n  with thim  u1tim.t.  qoal in mind.

Spraying for qra..hopp.r.  or other ineect. should
not be considered. The long-tern  benefit is
doubtful, the chemicals are hazardous to othar
living orqanieme and the natural balance is upsat.

Care should be take" to maintain the primitive and
remota character of the area. Improvlnq  vimitos
sarvicea l hould only coneiet  of l ig"i"q the IPoT.
heavily used roads. Other information  could be
included on the area‘8  vieltor  IMP.,  and not in the
field in Paris, the Vemillion  Cliffs Natural Area,
end the Paruhant  area.

We are concerned over the lack of documentation and
coordination vith Grand Canyon Nation.1 Park. According
to the BIW  Manual, they are mandated to coordinate  with
other Federal State aqenciem  vhoee land 18 adjacent to
BW land..

A. The BLIP  should reepond  to the official stance of the
Grand Canyon National Park Service sinca  t h e y
requaet Alternative 13 inetead  of the BLW.
preferred  Alt.r"atiV.  II. U.  vera told thet the
Grand Canyon National Park Service also fwle that
Kanab Creek should be deeignated  e.  en ACEC  ere..

04-I 2 (continued)

5. We agree that recreation and tourism are important values on the Arizona Strip.
Table III-21 has been changed to reflect these values.

6. Definitions of “desirable plant community”, “.undesirable plant community’land
“stagnant community” have been added to the glossary.
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B. The remote and priaitiva gualitiea  of land adjacent
to the Grand Canyon should be xdntained. By law,
the BU4 is undated to maintain the special values
of land adjacent to the Park.

IV. We  believa  the following areas should be included under
ACEC designation; or deseme son. special consideration.

A. Ranab Crack should definitely receive ACEC otatus,
in spite of the BIX’m rationale for dropping i t .
The Grand Canyon National Park Service feels it
l hould be an ACEC, and the BLX should  coordinate
vith the Park Service. K a n a b Creek  contains
rioarian lands, it has dramatic canyon scenery which
is-very  diffekent  from much of the Arizona  Strip,
and Peregrine ?alcon inhabit Kanab Creak. Ranab
Creek is also rich in archeological sites - and
further surveys should be don. to protect and
identify more site..

B. The lower part of Rouse Rock Valley should ba
inoluded a. a B area. Visually, the area as a whole
is inportmt, and it also should be designated as
Class 11 air quality. Highway SSA through House
Rock Valley should be a scenic highway. (How doas
tha BUI  plan to protect the l cenio by-ways?) All
power lines in House Rock Valley should be buried.

C. The Witch's Pool araa is known to be rich in
archeological sitas  and therefore 1,000 aoru  should
ba protacted.

7. See  general response to public comments page V-6.

The absence or presence and significance of archaeological resources in Kanab
Creek has not been substantiated by BLM. We totally agree that a class II
inventory is needed.

7

8

9

D. The Marble Canyon ACEC should be 16,000 acres, as
suggested in Alternative 12, to adequately protect 10
thraatenad  and endangered specias. I

E. V.rnillion Cliffs Natural Area should remain
designated  as l uch.

P. Severe  grazing problems are evident at the nouth of
Paris Canyon and in the Vernillion  Cliffs Natural
Area. These grazing problems need to be addresrsd, 11
and grazing plans should be adjusted dwnvard to
reflect the impact of the drought Arizona has
experienced over the past two years.

G . Andrus  Canyon should ba  designated ac an ACE,  in
spit. of your conclusion in the draft RHP. Again,
the BLY Manual 1613.22 A-4 states that public lands
adjacent to designations of other government
agencies must be reviewed to determine  if tha
special ValUS extend into the planning area.

Andrus  Canyon is near Lske  Uead National Recreation

12

The majority of historical and superior peregrine falcon habitat is included in
wilderness, Grand Canyon National Park or covered by OHVdesignation.  Kanab
Creek north of Gunsite  Point is marginal or acceptable peregrine habitat.

8. Highway 89A through House Pock Valley will be managed according to VRM
class II guidelines. Most of the other land along highway 89Ais private or Indian
reservation where the bureau has no jurisdiction. Where feasible powerlines
would be buried.

9. See general response to public comments page V-7.

10. See general response to public comments page V-6.

11. Grazing occurs along the Paria River  for three months during the winter for two
years and no grazing on a third year. Grazing then occurs six months out of 38
months. There are 80  months of rest from grazing. Cattle being what they are,
will concentrate in shaded tree areas and graze those areas heavily. But our
studies show dramatic improvement of the cottonwoods and willows in the
riparian areas along the river.

The other grazing problem along the Vermillion Cliffs oocurson the west side of
House FIockValleyin  the House Pockallotment. Thisallotmentdeveloped heavy
to severe utilization problems in the west-most pasture from grasshoppers, live-
stock and drought. Currently, livestock numbers are about one eighth of normal
(1990) and a new management plan is being worked out.

12. See general response to public comments page V-7.
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s-9

k-‘ and tha beauty and r.mot.nrss  Of the are. is
i!qortant to maintaininq th. intqrity  of th.
.can.ry in  Lakr Nead  N.R.A.

N. All ACKC  a=.*, should  be closed  to =ineral
exploration and *nay.

V . Th* rining  c la ims on the  Arizona Strip *rs so numrous
that they daservm mpecial consideration and .or. than
partunctory  operating and reclamation rquiremmts:

A. civmn tha axtent of mining  claim in the area,  why
not rsquirs the momt rwtrictiw  guidelinmm  on more 13
than 995,000 SC, in Altwnative  #3? I

8. Now doas tha SIX plan to manage microscopic gold
mining, if it should occur?  There  i s  no  ev idence in 14
the Drait IMP of ~lannirur  for this ws#ibility,  and I
thim  would be an extre&y  diwqkivs  OpMitiOn,
l nvironnentallV. Diffwant  plans of operation and
reclamation r&uireaents  wili have to 60 developed
if it occurs.

C . On vhatovu  Alternativr  im picked, ACEC araas should
includ*  &rictaat  poss ible  plan ol operations for
mining on existing mining  claims.

D. Serious concern remains  regarding  thr cumulative
l rr*cts Of the  mines, dnce  they am not evenly
spaced over th* antire Arizona Strip; they're 15
concentrated in the arm  unfortunately  cloa* to the
Grand Canyon and thm Kanab wilderness. This should
be taken into account in thm RMP.

E . The vorst-casa  scenario  should br addressed in the
f i n a l  PXP  sines m i n i n g  coupardor  m a y  becoma  1~s 16
conscirntiour  onu th. RUP  prwors is comsdatsd. I

VI. O u r  concwns ova roads  am:

x-2 A. There arm 5,262 ri.  of unpaved roads. It i8 not
easy to control l ccws enc. a nav mining road im
developed, thawfore,  Lega roads should ba opsned.

III-23

8. NOW does the BU plan to anforce itm  road plana,  17
once areas are deaignated7 I

C. "?or rordm l tend to the southern tier. - this is 18
not tru* - "S map  111-23. I

D. No srmas should be designated as ORV areas except
tha two 0~11 acreages  mentioned, near tvo  communi-

13. The analysis presented in the draft RMP/EIS  addresses both the past and
reasonably foreseeable future impacts from mining in the district. The analysis
shows that mineral exploration and development can be managed, under
current regulations with the management prescriptions identified in the pre-
ferred alternative, in a manner that acknowledges and protects other resource
values. For this reason, the most management prescriptions outlined under
Alternative 3 were not included in the proposed RMP.

14. The exploration for and development of minerals other than uranium was ad-
dressed in the RMP/EIS page 1114  The development of gold deposits in the
districtwould be managed in accordance with the 43 CFR 3809  regulations and
decisions made in the resource management plan. Should proposals for the
exploration or development of gold be received, they would be reviewed and
reclamation measures identified at that time.

15. The consideration that deposits of uranium in breccia pipes do not occur
uniformly throughout the district was taken into consideration in the draft RMP/
EIS. On page A-S2  of the draft RMP/EIS,  it is stated that the development of
uranium resources is expected to occur in areas of high uranium resource
potential and no extensive overburden of volcanic or sedimentary rock which
would significantly complicate exploration. Site-specific EAs prepared in re-
sponse to mine plan submissions have addressed impacts associated with
individual mines. None of the analyses have identified any significant impacts
to either wilderness or park lands from proposals thus far submitted. Further-
more, no impacts were identified to adjacent land owners in this document. See
new subsection in Chapter IV called “Impacts to Adjoining Lands.”

16. See comment response 04-30-03.

17. Road closures would be enforced by signing, public education, physical barriers
and ranger patrols.

18. This statement has been removed from the document.
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ties on tba Arizona Strip.

E . The impact of additional roads  required for inten-
l ively aanaqmd  furl  wood .re.e i. not rdoguately  19
coneidered. I

P. Increaeed  roads mean reduced remoteme.  - this I
chould be considered in reg.rde to mining opera- 20
tionm, in terme of maintaining the integrity of
Grand Canyon National P8rk. I

c. Altmnmtive  13  could kmttmr  manage for remoteness.

VII. Conceme  Over Rip8rian  Areas:

A. m riparian area abould be protected through
qp& maragement  , .a ram  A. these .re.* .r. in

.

8. The BeweT Dam/Virgin River are1 ripAriAn  area is
accorded protection by Alternative 13 and not by /2. 21
It .bould be protected in all alternatives. I

VIII. Suggsetioru  pertaininq  to threatened and l ndanqered or
sensitive l pocia.:

A.

B.

C.

D.

E .

ACBC boundaries 8nd  mmmgement  of ACEC's  ray need to
be altered am more  information on nesting pairs  of
Peregrine ?aloona ie qatbered.

Predator species .bould be protected in order to
keep the natural bslanoe of animals (much  as
rodents) and plants, particularly in ACEC areas.

Seneitive  plante  in riparian aram  which .re listed
in the Arlsons  Natur.1 Heritage list, and .leo 811
category two  plmnte Should be given as much
Drotection  ae possible, to keep their populations
from declining.-

_ _

Any proposed surface disturbance should be reviewed
by a plant specialist  uho has visited  tbe area. in
order to check  for  the existence of endangered
SpACiU.

In order to adequately protect sensitive planto in
riparian areas, threatened or l ndsngered speciea  and
sensitive plants in riparian areas, tbe Lolloving
practicea  ehould be incorporated into the chosen
management plan: (1) vegetative menipulation  should
be prohibited: (1) ACEC'L mhould  be closed to
mineral exploration; and (3)  no surface disturbance
should be allowed on fluid mineral leases.

lg. No new permanent roads would be constructed for woodland harvest. Some
temporaryaccesswould be required, but when the accesswas no longer needed
the disturbed areas would be reseeded. The impacts from woodland harvest
roads are described on page IV-26 in the draft RMP/EIS.

20. The impacts of mining with its associated roads is analyzed in a new subsection
added to Chapter IV. See page IV-SO of the final RMP/EIS.

21. The Virgin River/Beaver Dam confluence riparian area has been included in the
proposed plan as an ACEC, see page R-18.
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P. Great tirr  should be taken by the BIJ4 to assure  that
aieas  containing T. and E. species of animals or
plant6  are  cloeed  to O.H.V."s  in,",'d"di;;a;;zping  ;r~i
re-vegetating axil3ting road6 .
Arizona Strip ia large and O.H.V.'s  ara nearly
iapoasiblo  to restrict to dasignated  roads and
trails.

Representing Audubon members  throughout the State of Arizona, ve
urge  you to seriously consider the above comments in your final
managermt  plan for tha Arizona Strip.
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UNITED  S T A T E S  ENVlUONMENTAL  t’ROTECTiON  A G E N C Y
REGloN  IX

zl5Fr-t8trwt
San  Fmlciso,  CA 54105

HT. G. William Lamb
District uanager
Arizona Strip District
Bureau of Land management
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah  84770

Dear Hr. Lamb:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA1 has reviewed the
proposed  ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN/WI- IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS). Our comments on this
DEIS are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and EPA's authorities under section 309 of the Clean
Air  Act .

The ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN/EZNVIRm IMPACT Sl7+TFMXT  identifies and analyzes al-
ternatives for managing the resources on 2.8 million acres of
public lands in northvestern  Arizona, which are administered by
the Bureau of Land Planagement  (ELM).

We have classified this DEIS as Category EC-2 (see enclosed
"Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action.). Our
rating reflects  concerns we have regarding the existing watershed
Conditions and surface water uualitv  in the Arizona Strio  Dis-
trict. We support the proposed Wilz  and Scenic Rivers cias-
sifications for the Virgin and Paria rivers and reconsnend that
the Preferred Alternative include designation of the 120-acre
Beaver Dam/Virgin River confluence riparian demonstration area.
EPA  also supoorts  the closins  of sensitive a&as to off-hicrhwav
vehicles and-recommends that-these areas include riparian area-
watersheds and areas of high erosion potential. We believe that
these designations will enhance the protection of the aquatic
ecosystems within the district.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send three copies of the Final EnVirOnmental  Impact Statement
(FEIS) to this office at the same time it is officially filed

vith our Washington, D.C., office. If you have any questions,
please contact me at (4151  556-6387, or have your staff contact
Jeanne Dunn, Office of Federal Activitp,  at (415)  556-5104.

De&a  Wienan, Director
Office of External Affairs

Enclosures

den: 90-082

cc: Carol Russell, ADEQ
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Resom

1. In accordance with BLH's  1987 Riparian Area nanagement
Policy, this  DEIS  addresses riparian areas and proposes specific
management prescriptions for priority riparian areas. EPA fully
supports the designation of the Virgin River Corridor as an Area
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)  and urges BLM to adopt a
management plan that will effectively maintain and restore the
significant wetland and riparian resource values along this por-
tion of the Virgin River. We recoranend  that the entire Virgin
River ACEC be closed to off-highway vehicle (DBV) activities.

2. According to Table 11X-14, the riparian area along the Virgin
River is in fair condition. It is unclear whether this condition
is due primarily to the January, 1989, flood or to the grazing
systems currently in use. A discussion is needed of the effec-
tiveness of the deferred grazing systems in restoring the
riparian cmities along the Virgin River.

3. The designation and intensive management of 120 acres at the
Beaver Dam/Virgin River confluence as a riparian demonstration
area would enhance BUY's  ability to maintain this riparian com-
munity, which is currently in good condition (Table III-141 and,
therefore, functions as a valuable reference area for future
riparian restoration efforts elsewhere in the district. The
resources, objectives, and management strategies of the riparian
demonstration area should be specified. I

2

4. EPA supports the proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers classifica-
tions for the Virgin River and Paria River (Table 11-l). Inclu-
sion in the Wild and  Scenic Rivers System vi11 ensure that the
free-flowing characteristics of these river segments are main-
tained and, consequently, vi11  significantly enhance the protec-
tion of the aquatic ecosystem.

1. According to the DEIS (page 111-141,  1,188.,000  acres compris-
ing over 36% of the district are Category IV areas, in UXatiS-
factory condition vith moderate to severe erosion problems.
Livestock grazing in these areas presumably results in non-point
source discharges of colifora bacteria, nitrate, and sediments.
In highly eroded saline watersheds, discharges of total dissolved
solids (salinity) into tributaries of the Colorado River are a
major concern. Erosion also affects the physical and biological
integrity of waters. The stated objective for Category IV areas
is to improve vegetative ground cover through grazing management

1. The fair condition rating of the Virgin River riparian area as shown in Table III-14
is based on the results of a one-time macro-invertebrate sample as explained in
the footnote. Neither the January 1989 flood nor current grazing systems were
considered in the rating.

Cf the 29 miles of Virgin River riparian ACEC, approximatelytwo-thirds is subject
to seasonal livestock grazing. The other one-third is ungrazed.  There are no
deferred systems in effect. Seasonal livestock grazing can be used as an
effective method to accommodate growth requirements of riparian vegetation.
Among the beneficial options available through seasonal grazing are, removal of
livestock prior to leaf growth on cottonwood saplings; avoiding use during the
hot season when cattle tend to congregate in riparian zones, and grazing during
vegetative dormancy. Table II-1 and Table II-2 outline guidance for intensified
management of riparian communities.

2. Riparian resources, objectives and management strategies beyond those  iden-
tified in Table II-1 and Table II-2 will be developed in the specific demonstration
area management plan. Data gathering is underway for developing the plan
which will be combined with a hydrologic study of the same area. A Memoran-
dum of Understanding is being finalized with the Soil Conservation Service  Plant
Materials Center in Tucson  to test and propagate adapted cottonwoods for
planting in Arizona Strip riparian Zones. Initial testing will be done in the
demonstration area over the next couple of years.

3. Individual watershed activity plans are not ordinarily included or addressed in an
RMP. These plans are approved subject to the completion of EAs. The water-
shed activity planshave been addressed in the MSA However, we have provided
the following details.

Undertwo  existing and the six proposed watershed activity plansin  the Preferred
Alternative, about 459,000 acres are category h/watershed  areas. Brief descrip-
tions of the watershed plans are as follows:

a . Fort Pierce Community Watershed Plan - Developed in 1963 to reduce
excessive erosion and runoff from and to increase desirable vegetation on
soils within about 970,000 acres most of which are in the Vermillion
Resource Area. Additional goals were to reduce sedimentation and flood-
ing on farmlands along the Virgin River Valley. The watershed lies within
Townships 35 to 42 North and Ranges 5 to 13 West, G&SR Meridian. All
projects were completed in the 1960s during times of substantial program
funding.

b. Upper tangs Run Watershed Plan - Developed in 1986  to reduce excessive
erosion and runoff from and to increase desirable vegetation on soilswithin
about 25,500 acres west of Mt. Trumbull. The watershed lies within

1
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or land  treatments (Table 11-l). The Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS)  needs to indicate how nany  of the Category Iv
acres are covered under the two existing and six proposed
vatershed activity plays  identified in the Preferred Alternative,
identify the grazing allotments affected, and include a brief
description of the activity plans. The FEIS also needs to sun-
marize the means by which the  implemented grazing Activity
Management Plans (AUPS)  are addressing erosion problems in the
Category IV areas not covered under specific watershed activity
plans.

2. In 1988. Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ABE01
prepared a Water QUality  Assessment and a Non-Point Source As-
sessment Report (SARI, the latter of which was approved by EPA on
August 26, 1969. The SAR provides the following information,
which should be cited in the Water Quality section of Chapter III
of the FEIS:

- Over 90 percent of Arizona's waters are not meeting desig-
nated beneficial uses required by state water quality stan-
dards due to impacts from non-point sources.

4

- The  most significant categories of non-point sources im-
pacting Arizona's waters, by stream miles, are grazing.
hydrologic/habitat modification, recreation and resource ex-
traction.

3. As stated on page 111-16, ADEQ has been designated as the
lead agency for implementation of the Section 319 Non-Point
Source Program. ADEQ has prepared, and EPA approved on January
4, 1990, a State Non-Point Source Management Program (SMP),  vhich
identifies federal programs and activities that  will be subject
to the Federal Consistency review reqxiirements  of sections
319fbllZl~Fl  and 319(K)  of the Clean Water Act. These sections
require federal agencies to subnit specific assistance programs
and development projects to the lead state non-point source
agency (ADEQ)  for reviev for consistency with Arizona*s  SMP.
Specific BLW programs identified in the SUP i?clude: vatershed
projects; mineral exploration and development; coal, oil and  gas
leasing; OHV activities; timber activities; grazing allotment/
grazing management chemicals and pesticides; area analysis/
cumulative impacts: ripariah management plans; and ACEC plans.
Furthermore, it is BE&l's  responsibility to implement sufficient 5
Best Management Practices (BMPsl  to enable full prOtectiOn of
beneficial uses of Surface waters, attaiNwent  of SUrfaCe  water
quality standards, and compliance with the anti-degradation

2

C.

d.

e.

f.

9.

h.

Townships 34 and 34 North and Ranges 8 and 9 West, G&SR  Meridian. All
projects are ongoing and will be completed when funding permits.

Fort Pierce Wash Watershed Plan - Programmed to start writing in 1990  to
reduce excessive erosion and runoff from an area of about 30,OW  to 39,ooO
acres, most of which are saline soils. Cthergoals areto protect endangered
Pediocactus sileri habitat and prevent disturbance of fragile saline soils
which are stabilized by a unique cryptogam community in and around the
proposed Fort Pierce ACEC. The watershed lies within Townships 40 to 42
North and Ranges 9 to 11 West, G&SR  Meridian. The area is primarily from
atop the Hurricane Cliffs to Dutchman Draw.

Wolf Hole Valley Watershed Plan - Main purpose is to reduce erosion and
runoff from and to increase desirable vegetation on soils within about
25,ooO  acres to the south of Wolf Hole Mountain. Other goals include
stopping active head cutting and stabilizing gullies. The watershed lies
within Townships 38 and 39 North and Ranges 12 and 13 West, G&SR
Meridian.

Johnson Run Watershed Plan - Main purpose is to reduce erosion and
runoff from and to increase desirable vegetation on soils within about
183,ooO  acres. This includes stabilization of saline soils to the east of
Fredonia. The watershed lies within Townships 39 to 42 North and Ranges
2 to 3 East, G&SR  Meridian. The watershed is from about Fredonia east to
Buckskin Mountain and from the Utah  border south to the Kaibab National
Forest and Ryan Road.

Hobble Canyon Watershed Plan -The main goals are to reduce runoff from
the surrounding watershed into Hobble Canyon, protect the Hobble Can-
yon Road from headcuts, and reduce overall erosion within about 28,000
acres. Other goals are to increase desirable vegetation where possible,
stop head cuts and stabilize gullies. The watershed lies within Townships
38 to 38 North and Ranges 12 and 13 West, G&SR Meridian. lt is located in
the area surrounding Hobble Canyon, south of Mustang Knoll.

Lower Hurricane Valley Watershed Plan - Purpose is to reduce erosion and
runoff from and develop management strategies for soils within about
120,000 acres, of which much are saline soils. The watershed lies within
Townships 38 to 41 North and Ranges 9 to 11 West. lt lies between Main
Street Valley east to atop the Hurricane Cliffs and from Black Rock Canyon
south to Diamond Butte.

Upper Bull Rush Wash Watershed Plan -The goal is to reduce erosion and
runoff from soils within an area of about 59,ooO  acres, much of which are
saline soils. Other goals include stopping head cutting and stabilizing
gullies. The watershed lies within Townships 37 to 39 North and Ranges 5
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and 6 West, G&SR  Meridian. lt is the area from Yellowstone Mesa south to

p
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Hack Canyon.

Grazinq  Allotments Siqnificantlv Affected bv  Watershed Plans:

provisions of 40 CFR 131.12. We strongly encourage BLW to work
closely with ADEQ to satisfy the Bureau's obligations under the
Federal consistency requirements of section 319 and 40 CFR
131.12. EPA expects that BIN's  development of a Memorandum of
Understanding with ADEQ will serve to facilitate this process,
and ve encourage ELM to establish this as a priority. We vould
like to take this opportunity, however, to recognize BLW's  active
involvement in ADEQ*S Grazing BWP development committee.

4. The DEIS mentions on page 11X-15 that BLW's  management objec-
tive for vater quality is to ensure that all waters on public
land meet or exceed federal and  state vater quality standards.
The FEIS should briefly state hov this objective will be met and
include a list of the vater quality testing sites, frequency of
sampling, and the parameters to be monitored. We recommend that,
at a minimum, the sites be Sampled annually and that parameters
to be monitored in surface waters include nutrients and all of
the chemical parameters for vhich  Arizona has vater quality Stan-
dards. BLM should consult with ADEQ in the design of the
monitoring program. BLW should also carry out bioassessments in
surface waters that are potentially impacted by non-point
sources, since these methods are particularly valuable in detect-
ing effects of non-point sources of pollution, including sediment
loadings. ELM should enter such biological data into the BIOS
database (part of EPA’s  STORET  system).

5. Appendix 7 lists the public lands identified for disposal by
sale or exchange. EPA  is concerned that some of the parcels such
as those near Littlefield and Colorado City may include waters of
the United States (e.g., Beaver Dam Wash, Virgin River, Short
Creek). Because the public lands identified for disposal
generally have potential for economic development, it may be as-
sumed any vaters of the United States within these parcels will
eventually be impacted by residential, comercial,  or recrea-
tional development. The FEIS need6 to Identify which parcels, if
my. include vaters of the United States, particularly major
drainages such as Beaver Dam Wash and the Virgin River.

6. The Fort Pierce ACEC is a Critical watersried  and home to en-
dangered species, but under the Preferred Alternative, it would
not  be subject to NO Suface  Qccupancy (NSQl or livestock msnage-
ment. It is not clear why, under this alternative, all of the
ACECs  vith critical watersheds and/or endangered Specie6  do not
call for NSO and livestock management. Furtnermore. EPA recom-
mends that BLW designate the entire 3600-acre parcel as an ACEC
in order to better protect the critical watershed.

7

a . Fort Pierce Community Watershed Plan

Since projects were completed over 20 years ago, before the Grazing EIS,
this plan will have little effect now.

b. Upper Langs Run Watershed Plan

1. Crosby Tank 3 .  Mt. Logan
2 . Mt. Trumbull 4 . Tuweep

C . Fort Pierce Wash Watershed Plan

1. Blake Pond 3 . Antelope Spring
2 . Rock Canyon 4 . Lower Hurriicane

d. Wolf Hole Valley Watershed Plan

1. Wolfhole  Lake 3 . Whiterock-Soapstone
2 . Wolfhole  Canyon

e . Johnson Run Watershed Plan

1. Franks Reservoir
2 . Fuller Road
3 . Chatterly
4 . Muggins Flat
5 . Highway
6 . Button
7 . Johnson Spring
a. Rider

9. SMile Pass
10. Pratt Pasture
11. Johnson Run
12. Shuttleworth
13. Spooks Knoll
14. Jacob Canyon
15. White Sage

f. Hobble Canyon Watershed Plan

1 . Hidden 3. Sullivan Tank
2 . Jump Canyon

g. Lower Hurricane Valley Watershed Plan

3

1. Lower Hurricane 5 . Jackson Tank
2 . Wolf Hole Canyon 6 . Toquer Tank
3 . Wolf Hole Mountain 7 . Clay Spring
4 . Blake Pond
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7. In light of the significant impacts to water quality from
grazing, we suggest the following measures be identified and
evaluated for implementation in the FEIS:

- Include special provisions in grazing allotment plans to
reduce the number of animal units in allotments during
drought conditions.

- Use fencing or other methods to exclude livestock from all
riparian areas (including those ineligible for ACEC status
such as Grand Wash, Red Rock, and Middle Spring). since
livestock in riparian areas have a significant negative im-
pact on vater quality due to trampling of stream banks and
consumption of riparian vegetation.

8. EPA strongly supports the closing of sensitive areas to OBV
activities. The limitation on the use of OBVs  to existing or
designated roads on most of the remaining portions of BLM land
would have beneficial impacts on water quality, since the use of
OWs, especially in riparian areas, can be a significant non-
point source of pollution. Hovever  , we have serious concerns as
to vhether such a restriction could be enforced, given the exten-
sive area that BJ..M  manages. A better alternative, in terms of
non-point source control , would be to close all riparian area
watersheds and areas of high erosion potential to OkI%.

9. The FEIS should evaluate the area that, under the Preferred
Alternative, vould be open to OfiV  activities. The area's current
resources and the impacts of OBVs to air and water quality, soil
erosion, w i l d l i f e , and vegetation should all be discussed.

10

11

10. The FEIS should contain the procedures for resolving con-
flicts between resource development activities and protection of
surface vater quality. Alternatively, such procedures could be
included in a nemorandum  of Understanding vith ABEQ. Resolution 12
of conflicts should ensure that beneficial uses of surface vaters
will be fully protected, that surface vater quality standards
will be attained, and that there is no further degradation of
surface water quality.

1. It is not clear why, under alternatives 2 and 3 (the
preferred and more protective alternatives, respectively), the
Boulder Canyon and Turbinella-Hybrid Oak withdrawals would be

4

h. Upper Bulrush Wash Watershed Plan

1 . Clayhole 4 . Moonshine
2 . Lamb Tank 5 . Valley Wash
3 . Hack Canyon

Other Cateaorv  RI Areas:

Allotment management plans (AMPS) have been developed for most of the
allotments in category IV not covered in the existing or proposed watershed
plans. The object is to control grazing so that plant cover, primarily grasses, in-
creases significantly. Trend is monitored yearly in order to assess the effective-
ness of the grazing system. AMPS  will be revised if unsuccessful.

Additional Concerns:

The condition of riparian areas around all springs needs to be evaluated and
plans for their protection and enhancement incorporated into all activity plans.

Proposed watershed plan boundaries are tentative estimates until initial ground
truthing can be done. Accomplishment of these plans depends upon funding
and personnel commitments.

Current erosion condition and salinitycontrlbutions will be calculated on newwa-
tershed plans using the presently accepted methods of analysis. Then the
affected allotments will be recategorized down to a more detailed pasture level
according to the new information.

4. Non-Point Source Assessment Report has been added to the Water Quality
Section of Chapter III (p, 111-14).

5. The Arizona BLM  State Office is responsible to develop a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with ADEQ. Once this is completed we will have our
guidelines and authority to coordinate activities through Best Management
Practices with ADEQ.

6. The referenced sentence on page III-15 should read “BLM management objec-
tive for water quality is to ensure that all waters on public lands meet our exceed
federal and state water quality standards FOR SPECIFIC USES.” This is in
conformance with Description of Alternatives, Water Resources3.  Water Quality
on page III-16 of the draft RMP/EIS.

Currently, the Virgin River is being monitored randomly as part of an instream
flow study. Parameters include nutrients and ccliform bacteria. BLM needs to
coordinate with ADEQ to possibly expand the monitoring parameters. The
STORET system will be used for date storage in the near future.
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revoked. The only positive effects of this designation appear
be on the mineral industry, but there is no mention of impacts
vegetation, wildlife, ripariau  communities, special status
species, or watersheds. In fact there is no discussion at all

to

to 13
of

these two areas and why they were designated wlthdravals in the I
first place.

2. It is also unclear vhy the portion of the Vermillion Cliffs
Natural Area vithdraval outside the Paris Plateau Special Recrea-
tion Management Area (SRMAI  would be revoked under Alternative 3. 14
The DEIS gives no other  discussion of this, and revocation does
not appear to be consistent with the More Protective alternative.

3. In its various discussions about cosmunication sites, the
DEIS mentions Black Rock Uountain,  Seegmiller Mountain, and Hoc-

< casin Mountain but provides no other information about these

Et
sites (e.g., their resources, vhetner or not they currently are 15

0
designated as communication sites, what impacts these desigua-
tions have on these areas or would have uuder the various
alternatives).

1. The PEIS should provide specific comparisons between the
various alternative designations (e.g., Resource Conservation
Area, SRnA,  AcEcs)  for the Paria, Parashant, and  Mt. Trumbull 16
areas. As the  DEIS is written, it is difficult for the reader to
determine exactly what protection trade-offs are inherent in each
alternative. Indirect, or secondary, impacts of these alterna-
tives should also be addressed. HOV  vi11 positive impacts to
wildlife, riparian habitats, and water quality be ensured under
the different scenarios?

2. The analysis of Impacts to Wilderness on page IV-50 does not
address impacts from special designations, Visual  resource
management, or watershed areas outside of the vilderness areas

17
(e.g., from woodlands and  forestry, livestock, and mineral
development).

1. It appears that the voodlaud harvest areas in alternatives 2,
3, and 4 are predominantly in Category IV watersheds. All WOO+
land harvest plans should detail the management strategies to be
folloved to ensure that harvest practices will not further

I
18

degrade the vatersheds and be consistent with watershed improve-
ment plans.

5

7 . lt is bureau policy to acquire riparian areas, not dispose of them (Draft RMP/EIS <
11-20). Refer to the detailed list of lands proposed for possible acquisition or
disposal in Appendices 7 and 8.

8. Appendix 10, Category C outlines the rationale for leasing oil and gas under the
nosurfaceoccupancy (NSO)stipulationto  protectimportantsoenicvaluesin the
preferred alternative. Alternative 3 proposed NSO on other areas such as ACECs
to provide a range of alternatives for impact analysis. Site-specific impacts and
stipulations would be addressed in an EAupon filing of an application for permit
to drill.

All rangelands on the Arizona Strip that are allotted for livestock grazing are
subject to management. Table II-1 (page II-24 of the draft RMP) outlines the
present grazing management program. This program was analyzed in grazing
environmental impact statements and implemented. The program is dynamic
and is subject to change through rangeland monitoring studies, analysis, and
evaluation.

The primary reason for designating the Fort Pierce ACEC was for the endangered
Siler pincushion cactus. The natural occurrence of saline soils iswidespread on
the Arizona Strip District as noted on Map III-1 1 of the RMP and by itself would
not meet the relevance and importance criteria as outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2.
Increase in size of the Fort Pierce ACEC would place unnecessary restrictions on
other multiple use considerations in the buffer area and result in redundancy of
protection measures.

9. The need for special provisions in the RMP for drought are not necessary. The
grazing regulation (43 CFR Part 4100) provides the regulatory tool for this. The
utilization studies of forage trigger the removal of livestock. During the drought
of 1988  to present, some allotments have been totally destocked.  Most of the
allotments have reduced livestock numbers significantly.

All our significant riparian spring areas on the Arizona Strip District (such as Red
Rock, Middle Spring) are fenced and protected. See Table III-14 in the draft
RMP/EIS  for status of riparian areas. The riverine systems are not protected by
special fences because of topography, cost, split land ownership, wildlife, etc.
Instead, rest-rotation grazing systems are used.

10. The preferred alternative relating to OW management is a manageable objec-
tive. There might need to be increased funding to provide for additional
personnel for monitoring and law enforcement, but the designations can be en-
forced. Also, management attention would focus around sensitive or recognized
problem areas such as riparian or potentially high erosion areas.
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1. Any pesticide use should be discussed with respect to its ef-
fect on fish and wildlife, particularly endangered species, and
on water quality. Appropriate precautions should be included in
the discussion.

2. If pesticide or herbicide use is proposed, the FEIS should
indicate that the compound:

- Is registered with EPA
- Is registered for the specifically proposed use
- Would be marked with a current label
- Would be applied by a certified applicator or by persoMe
under the direct supervision of a certified applicator

- Would be used in accordance with all state and federal

::
laws

- Would be applied in such a way that precautions are taken

G
.to  protect vorkers  during the operation

3. The FEIS should discuss the use of pesticides or herbicides
in relation to the following topics:

- Cattle-dip treatment
- Fire prevention programs
- Predator control programs
- beer repellent programs
- Wood preservative treatment for fences
- Vegetation control near roads and right-of-vay corridors
- Control of disease vectors such as fleas

4. The FEIS should address the following considerations for the
safe use of pesticides or herbicides in the project area:

- Provisions for mixing, stroing, loading and disposal Of
pesticides or herbicides

- Spill prevention contingency plans
- Adverse effects on non-target species
- Applicator safety and prespraying notification procedures
- Impacts on aquatic resources
- Current status of the pesticide or herbicide to be used
- Alternative means of achieving desired management goals

a l  Deve&pgm&

1. Appendix 5 of the DEIS  presents stipulations for  reclamation
after mineral developent, but the document does not provide
stipulations for environmental protection during constuction  or
excavation and development. The FEIS should include a brief sum
mary of the requirements for these activities.

19

20

11. Asite-specific plan  for operation and management of any designated open areas
would have to be developed before any authorization for OHV activity to occur
in any open area. This planwould have to meet NEPA requirementsfor analyzing
impacts to vegetation wildlife, soil erosion potentials and other pertinent re-
source values.

12. All resource development activities are regulated under the NEPA process by
EAs. ADEQ is consulted on all EAs involving watershed issues. The EAs also are
public documents. EAs are reviewed by watershed specialists to insure that
surface water concerns are met. Monitoring the effects during and after the
activities is done.

13. Review of all withdrawals is required by the Federal Land Policv  and Manaoe-
ment Act (FLPMA) to determine if they are still needed or used for the purpose
for which they were withdrawn. A determination was made to return the
withdrawn land to un-withdrawn status because the need for the withdrawal has
passed. Impacts to all resources are thoroughly examined before the proposal
was  made .

14. The withdrawal revocation was included in Alternative 3 in order to analyze a
range of alternatives.

15. Communication sites (rightsof-ways granted under Title V of FLPMA) were
identified in order to consolidate users and keep all impacts to a few mountain
tops instead of scattered over the district. Impacts are minor or non-existent to
surface resources. The chief impact is usually visual, although screening by
vegetation, terrain, and paint is used for mitigation as far as possible. See
changes in text for a complete list of communication sites (see page 11X-2).

16. Table S-7, Summary of Impacts by Alternative, and Table 11-2,  Management
Prescriptions for Special Management areas were included in the draft RMP to
provide specificcomparisons of the alternatives. In Chapter IV (impactssection)
only impacts deemed to be moderate or high were included. Each alternative
has different impacts, some of which may not always be positive. BLM will
consider the various impacts and select a proposed RMP which best meets the
objectives.

17. Analysis of impacts was done on impacts to wilderness for the types of exterior/
non-wilderness management activities mentioned in this comment. Impacts
were generally positive and minimal for the wilderness resource and thus not
addressed.

6
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1. The FEIS should discuss any potential air quality impacts
from ORV activities, mining and prescribed burning and general
mitigation measures which will be employed.

Riaht-Of-Way Corridor6

1. The potential impacts of the  right-of-way corridor to soil
water. veoetation.  wildlife.
cuss& in-detail in the FEIS.

and riuarian habitats should be dis-
Although action- and site-specific

environmental assessments (EAsl will be developed when specific
projects are proposed, the corridor should not be sited in its
proposed location if the typical activities for which it is ex-
pected to be used will not be mitigable. In order to facilitate
a decision regarding the location of the corridor, these issues
must be addressed in the FEIS.

22

1. We request that BLB notify EPA vhenever any of the referenced
activity- or site-specific EAs  and EISs (to be developed at
later dates) are released for public reviev. These plans in-
clude: SRI%,  RCA, or ACEC play, Right-Of-Way proposals, vood-
land harvest and forestry management plans, and riparian habitat
management plans and activity management plans.

1. Under the Preferred Alternative, BIN proposes to acquire up
to 244.000 acres of State and private land. We understand that
the site-specific environmental analyses are prepared for each
acquisition. EPA recommends that the FEIS  discuss how BLU will
determine whether any of the proposed lands contain sites where
hazardous Wastes vere disposed of in past years. The presence of
hazardous vastes could diminish the habitat and public recreation
values of the proposed acquisition. Furthermore, once the lands
became BLM property, BLM would become a potentially responsible
party under the terms of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980.  Pub. L. No.
96-510 (CERCLA)  as amended by the Superfund AlIlendmentS and
Reauthorization Act Of 1986, Pub. L. No. 99-499 (SARA). AS Such.
BLB could be legally responsible for remedial investigations,
cleanup activities, and full or partial cleanup costs.

23

Wilderness Management Policy for the BLM requires that no buffer zones will be
created around wilderness areas to protect them from the influence of activities
on adjacent land. The fact that non-wilderness activities or uses can be seen or
heard from areas within the wilderness shall not of itself preclude such activities
or uses up to the boundary of the wilderness area.

18. Refer  to 04-13-03  for relationship to watershed activity plans. Woodland rest
areas will be included in woodland management plans which are subject to en-
vironmental assessment to determine impacts on other resources (includingwa-
tershed) and mitigation measures to reduce negative impacts or enhance
positive impacts.

19. The BLM herbicide and pesticide programs are included in this document by
reference. They come under the guide of the 1930  Ranoeland  Grasshopper
Cooperative Management Program  and EAdeveloped  in coordination withall  af-
fected parties; and the soon to be finalized Veqetation Treatment on BLM Lands
in the Thirteen Western States Environmental Impact Statement. The BLM also
writes case-by-case EAs for specific pest management efforts.

20.  Appendix 5 of the draft RMP/EIS  has been changed to reflect this comment.

21. Refer to response to 03-0143,  Air Quality Impacts From Transportation, for road
use.

Off-road use would be difficult to estimate since there is no way to get an
accurate vehicular count except on organized eventssuch as motorcycle races.
Potential fugitive dust can be assessed from such events occurring on specific
courses using the ISC dispersion equation. Since fugitive dust is not regulated
under state or federal standards, mitigation would be driven by visual and/or
erosion prevention concerns. General mitigation could include restricting most
regions from OHV use and limiting uses to existing roads or on gravelly or stony
surfaced soils with raking and seeding required where deemed needed.

Combustion emissions are considered as immeasurable and insignificant.

The impacts of particulate from prescribed burns are primarily visual. Mitigation
to reduce visual impacts and insure compliance with EPA and state standards
includes the following:

A. All prescribed burns follow a prescription which:

1 . Insuresthe cleanest burns at optimum airtemperatures, fuel moisture,
etc.

7
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Despite the great number of useful maps in the DEIS, one com-
brehensive “road  map" that synthesizes several topics would have
been extremely helpful during reviev. A map of this sort should 24
Include the following with their w: rivers and streams; cur-
rent wilderness areas and national parks and forests; major roads
and cities; and referenced mountains, communication sites, and
withdrawal areas.

2. Hap II-23 does not indicate uhat segments of the Paria River
I
25

would be wild or scenic.

3. on Map 11-16, does the unmarked area really represent
Category 27 If so, why does the eastern edge of the desert tor- 26
toise habitat stop abruptly at the eastern edge of the map? I

2 . Allows burning when winds are best for smoke dispersal and avoid-
ance of class I and other sensitive areas.

3 . Minimize residual smoke and human exposure.

4 . Coordinates burning locations to maximize efficiency.

5 . Has a contingency plan to deal with “escaped” fires.

B. Burn plans are coordinated with all concerned state and federal agencies
and concerned parties.

C. In the future, smoke dispersion modeling will be done as part of the
prescription planning.

D. Smoke monitoring instruments may be used to gather baseline information
on actual pollutant concentrations.

E. Rres  will be suppressed if they exceed prescription limitations.

22. The proposed corridors were analyzed by an interdisciplinaryteam; only high or
medium impacts were discussed in the document. The right-of-way corridors
are designed to keep impacts of rightsof-way all in one area, Prior to granting
any right-of-way, impacts to all resourcesare analyzed with a NEPAassessment,
and mitigating measures are added as special stipulations to the right-of-way
grant.

23. Secretarial Order No. 2137 states that lt is Department of Interior policy to
determine whether hazardous substancesare present on real estate before such
real estate is acquired for the United States. A contaminant survey checklist is
completed on all proposed real estate transactions prior to acquisition.

24. Anew location map has been prepared. ft has township and range lines on it and
other geographic locations.

25. The entire segment of the Paria River under study meets the wild criieria.  The
map (H-17) has been changed to reflect this.

26. The area with horizontal lines spaced l/8  inch apart show category 2 tortoise
habitat. The map has been changed to clarify this.
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Dennis Curtis
BLH
390 North 3050 East
St George, Utah 89770

Dear Dennis,

We, the undersigned,  oppose the airport  at Ferry Swale, west of Page, AZ,
for the foilowing r44sons:

1. The airport is too close to the Wilderness Area.

2. The jets  wlll cause too much noise  pollution  over Glen Canyon, narble
Canyon, and Paris Canyon.

3. There 4r4 toe many other, better altern4tlve  sites  (1.e. to tne south or
84et of Page) that do not adversely impact the Paria Wilderness, Glen
Canyon NRA, or Grand Cenyon National Park.

______----------___------------------------------------------------
---_____--____--____------------------------------------------------
---_------------___------------------------------------------------
----------_-----------_-----___---_----_____-___-____-_________--__
--------------------------------------------------------------------
---------------__-----_-----__---_-__-____--_______-_______-______

Dennis Curtis
BLH
390 Nurth  3050 East
St George, Utah 84770

Oear Dennis,

We, the undersigned, oppose the airport at Ferry Swele, west of Page, AZ.
for the fOIlOWing  reasons:

1. The airport is too close to the Wtldemess  Are4

2. The jets will cause too much nolse  pollutlun over Glen Canyon,  tl4rble
Canyon, and Part4 Canyon.

3. There are 100 many Other. better  4ltem4tiVe  Sites (I.e.  10 tfie South or
east of Page) that do no1 adversely impact the Part4 Wilderness, Glen
Canyon NRA, 4r Grand Canyon National Park.

eL,&cbkzr,t _____ &a+tiu  _____ Fccax.i~--Ar-2JxL~22itF o
r&-cr--~a-  --_-- ~s,l,=~-~___~-~-~--e~~- -3_--__--------------------------------------------------------------
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Dennis Curtis
an
390  North 3050 Eest
St  George, Utah 84770

Deer Dennis,

We, the undersigned. oppose the airport at Feq Swale, west of Page, AZ,
for the following reasons:

1.  The airport Is too close to the Wilderness Area,

2. The jets will cause too much noise poliutlon  over Glen Canyon, l%rple
Canyon, end Part0  Canyon.

3. There are too many other, better alternative sltes (Le. to the south or
east of Page) that do not adversely fmpect  the Perfe Wilderness, Glen
Canyon NRA, or Grand  Canyon Natlonal  Park

NAME ADDRESS DATE

Dennis Curtis
BLfl
390 North 3050 East
St Geerge,  Utah 84770

Dear Dennis.

We. the  undersigned, Oppose  the  airport at Ferry Swale, west of Page, AZ,
for the foliowlng  reasons:

t. The airf)Ort is too close tofhe  Wilderness Area.

2. The jets will cause too much no&e pollution over Glen Canyon, tfarble
Canyon. and  Patio  Canyon.

3. There are too many other, netter slternetlve  sites  (1.e.  to the SOuth  nr
east of Page) that do not adversely Impact the Patio  Wilderness, Glen
Canyon NRA. Dr Grand  Canyon  National Pat-&.

NAME A D D R E S S D A T E
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UNITED  STATa
oEPARTMENT#THEwlmloR

FlWLLlgmLoucL-
RalmxuL  SERVICRS
3616 U. Thwu.  Suite  6
Phwnfx,  AriWM  a5019

TO: District Ituk~er, Ariroaa  Strip District, Buruu  of Land
Yuywut,  St. uorw,  ot8h

ItOK tield  Supervisor

Subjwt: Carats 0~ Arizona  Strip Ruowco  lu8gwwt  Plu  (OIIp)  aad
Snviroount~l  Input Stat-t (XIII

TM riSh  aDd Vildlife  SerWiCa  (Rs) 8pDrwi8tW  the opportruitp  to CaBat
on  the subject SXP/SIS  for tba  Arizona  9trip District (District). Oer
wawnts twru  w Areu of CritIcal  Yuirwmut81  Conc*m  UCSC:c),  graxing
aaalyseg,  ripuiu  habitats,  species  wrtws, Vogotation  muipnlation. and
uw. The  biological ODitiaO, which  will  conelti~  forvl  SeetioD  7
wnwlt8tiw on tbo UIWKIS,  will  ba sat wdu  sapuata  eoV*r.

&ru of Critical  Kurlroawntal  Conwrn

The  FWS  coneads  the District  00 propoling  tAa dripation  of US.210 acres
of the  Ariwu  strip 8‘ swcial  wnu-t  8mu.  includina  the 59,210 wrw
propwed  l ACRCs.  - Thui uus w&la special  ruourees  that deserve  aad
require  addition81 attention ud specific  ~aaagsuntprcscriptiou.  In soa.
areas.  we belier8  that these  prucriptionm  should be  ttr~ngtbaned  to provide
adequate  protection for threatmad  aad  endangered  species. l'be  ?TS  strmglr
reeo-ds  that tba District close  tba  lort  Piuw, Lost  Spring Sountaia. 1
Kwnshinr  Ridge, and  Johww  Spring ACACl  to Off lwd Vehicles  (OSV)
l tiritiu. Although all ACRCs  would  benefit frw  the gxclurioa  of OSV
traffic, these  four 8r.u hare  bea atablisbed  foe their cultural resource
and  wd8nwre.d  plant  ralues. which ue  utrewly ranritiv*  to ncb
l etiriti~& and  should k DrOtLCtd  accordirrgly. Allowing  OSV activities in
these areas  increuw  the  occurtww  of cross-country travel  and  illegal
coll*ction  Of plants, both of which have  contributed to tbc decline of
Silu's  pincushion actus.

Ve also urge the District to close the rort  Pierce, Lost Spring Sountaio,
~oonsbine  Ridgm.  Johnson  Spring. IBearer  Du.  and IIarble  Cwmon  ACECr  to 1
mineral location. We UC &c&ted  that vitAout  closure of tbcsc  l eas to 1
mineral location,  the ACX  designations would  fail to provide  the nmcsssary
habitat protection for the reco~cry  of desert tortoise, Siler's  pincushiotr
cactus. and  Brady pincushion cactus. The PVS believes that  mineral  location
activitiesare incompatible  with censitite  threatened and endangered species.

1. We have considered your suggestion to close the Fort Pierce, Lost Spring
Mountain, Moonshine Ridge, and Johnson Spring ACECs  to off-highway ve-
hicles (OHV). Limiting OHVs  to designated roads and trails restricts unauthor-
ized cross-country OHV use. The limited designation is adequate to protect the
ACEC resource values.

Our monitoring studies do not show illegal plant collection to be a problem. OHV
impacts have been insignificant in loss of plants. The major source of loss is
related to rodents and natural causes. Our data shows that Siler’s pincushion
cactus since listing in 1979, has had a significant increase from probably fewer
than 1 ,ooO to 10,590 actual plants counted on our last census with an estimated
total in the habitat of between 30,ooO  to 5C1,ooO.

Closure to mineral entry would be subject to valid existing rights, including valid
mining claims, in effect on the date of withdrawal. Of the areassuggested for clo-
sure to mineral locating, most of the Beaver Dam and Marble Canyon ACECs  are
presently covered by existing mining claims. For this reason, a closure to
mineral entry would not preclude or further restrict mineral-related activities in
these areas.

The ACEC designation requires mining exploration and development entities to
file a Plan of Operations with BLM for activities beyond casual use. Approval of
the Plan of Operations by BLM assures that activities are conducted in a manner
that prevents unnecessary or undue degradation, provides protection to non-
mineral resources, complies with the Endangered Species Act.

The three reclaimed Hack Canyon mines are recognized by a major environ-
mental organization as a significant model of just how well prior mining sites can
be restored to a natural condition. Based on our experience during the last
decade, existing policy and procedures are adequate to allow mineral activities
while protecting other important resource values.
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Clowra  o f  Bemu  Dam  ACCC t o  niaeral  loution  uould  mirror the p r o p o s e d  2
muagwent  of the Beaur  Du Slope by the Dixie Rosawee &or in Utah,  which
proposer ninerel  eithd.ruO for the uw. It  m-ad  18 l cooper8tire I

unner,  m  bellore  the hrou  of Land  ltuagememt  could effectively design&o
amd  muwe  the Burer Dam  Slope u  a Tortoiu  Umgesent  Aru.

Th A.cLc duignations  for rort  Pimrco,  last Spring kuntain,  loonshine
Ridgo,  rrrd  Johnme  Spring l ppou to include only  minimal habitat  ueea for
Silor  pincushion cactus. We recommend that thue  bomnduier  k expanded to I

3

provide a buffu ktweem  the reuitiro  plant speciu rlthin  the ACEC  and
detrimental activities outside the bonndariu. On Mrt ?ierce.  expanded
boandules  described in Alternative I rorld  include critical utershed  ueu.
Lent  sprig Mountain  ad ~mouabine  Ridgo  would benef it  great ly  frw
wquiaitian  of State  and  priuto  lands  within and around  the perimeters of
the pro&  ACZC  boundarie8. Little Black  Xountain  is an  utromoly  rull
ACtC aad rbould  aho  k l ⌧pwded to proride  adequate  habitat for the
persistemu  of the uisting Siler  pincushion  population. Protection of only
uall  irolated  pucolr often ruults  in fragmentation of population8  that  u*
oore  snscoptible  to utinction procauea. Lwrer  , cootiguomr  areas  l *
guerally  more effective in preserving  vi&lo  populations.

c
-!A Quiw  An4lwe~

8 The mS  strongly belieuo  that  muing  should  hue been l component of this
RnP/txs . Tbo  Vrrmillion  Cruing XIS  (1979)  and the Shiwits  Cruing EIS
(1980)  an  l oe over ten years old and do not adeguetrly  widrew  current
coeditiona  on the Arizona Strip. The purpou  of the RKP  i* to resolve  key
plannimg issmms l rociated with  l nagnont of public lands 00 the District.
Exclusion of gruimg,  perhaps the most  important land  use on tbe District,
prewnts  derelopmrt  of l comprobensiro  UIP. Additionally. gruing  shoold

4

be l ddreued with  rerpect to proposed ACRC  designations  and  threatened and
l ndamverd speciu  habitats.

The mS  couemds  the District for the l aphuia placed  on the protectfoe  and
n uaeemeat of ripuim  habitats. The ACRC  derignation  of 8,100  l cru along
the Virgin River will allow  habitat  improument  for romndfin.  Virgin River
Chub, wregriw  falcon,  and a host of other l peciea l sociated with riparian
hbitats. Acquisition of high ulna  riparim private and  state  propertiu
along the Virgin River. closure of bottomlam&  to material ulcs  (gravel),
limittng  OH*  activities to dcsigaated  roads, and  requiring * mining plu for
operationa  exceeding cessal  use  will all  contribute to habitat improvements

2. Exclusive of existing roads, the Beaver Dam Slope ACEC will be closed to OHV.
Exploration or development activity exceeding casual use would require prior
bureau approval of a mining plan of operation under46 CFR3809. Consultation
with USFWS would be required during the processing of any plan which falls
within tortoise habit. Stipulations to avoid or mitigate impacts to tortoise and
habitat would be developed at that time. Through this process, the exploration
for and development of locatable mineral resources would be accommodated to
the extent such activities are compatible with the provisions of the Endangered
Species Act.

3. See general response to public comments 1.b.

Increase in size of ACECs  as a buffer would place unnecessary restrictions on
other multiple use considerations in the buffer area and result in redundancy of
protection measures. The lands included in the proposed addition  of a buffer
zone do not meet the relevance and importance criteria as outlined in 43 CFR
1610.7-2. Siler’s pincushion cactus outside of designated ACECs  would still
come under protection of the endangered species act.

4. See general response to public comments 4.

2



04-20 (continued)

from  prerious  dieturbences. Ue  urge the District to designate the 8eaver
Dam/Virgin  Kirer  confluence aree  u  l ri9eriam  demonstration area  ud  wage
the 120 acres undu  l riperian  deumstretion  plan, es deserihed  in
AlternatiVe  3.

eecies  SuneVs:

The RfS  rocwunds  that the District perfora  surreys in  the  ~lackreck,
Puashmt.  end Et. truobull  areas for aorthem  gosberk  (Accirdter  metilisl,
an Arirou  Candidate species, and spotted al  lStrix  occidentalie),  en
Arizona  State Tkresteud  species and a Yedora  CwdiKCategory  2 species.

On Borwbu 11, 1989, two new  popnlrtions  of Welsh’s ailheed  (Asclopies
relsbii),  l species listed es threatened  under the Bdangered  Spa&es  Act,
were  found within the Dirtrict. The populations  are  located in the Pub
Uilderness  Area  nu  the DtaWArirone  &eta line, rpproximetely  thirty mile&
east of Kanti,  Utah. Discussion of this species should he iseluded  in the
fiul  UP.

C
L Vmtetion  Xeaiwlet_i9n.;

F; Lend treatment end reuetation  manipulation l re listed in table  S-7 es
proposed actions mder  l ll 8lteroetires  in the RIB/KG. We recommend that
rucb  treatment end l enipuletion not occur in Aebitet  for endugered,
threatened,  or cendideto  species, especially thet  of Brady pincushion cectus.
Silar  pincushion cactus,  Pelsh’s  milkweed, end desert tortoise. He also
suggest that  most types  of ocgetstlw  treatment, such as prescribed burning
end herbicides, be excluded from use  in ripuian  zones.

&le  found it extremely difficult to compare  proposed actions  among the vrriour
mapa provided in the UP. SOM  UPS.  s u c h  es “Off-Kighrey  Vehicle
Designetions,” here no reference points . naps  such. SC *Special  Kenegement
Areas” here  township end  rewe  denuceted.  but ue  difficult to compare with
cape  of different scale  such es the large “lrirone  Strip District” up.  Ye
would appreciate revisions to these ups that  would alla  easier  comparisons.

04-20 (continued)

5. The text has been amended to show that Welsh’s milkweed may be found on the
district.

6. The maps describing the proposed plan have been redone. They now have
township and range lines plus other geographic locations.

Uap  1X1-9, entitled “Vegctetion,” is difficult to reed md sbould be
modif  icd. We  recownd  that  a stmdud  method, such as the  Digitized 7
Clessificetion  System  for Biotic Couunities  of Korth  America (Brown, 1982).
be used to desigaete  regetetion  areas.

7. The vegetation map was developed from existing vegetation surveys. li will be
updated as better information becomes available through soil and vegetation in-
ventory.



04-20 (continued)

Agein,  thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Arizona Strip RJW.
Should you require furtber l rsirtaece, please contact Sherry Barrett or me
(Telephone: 602-379-4729.

Sincerely,

Sam  T. Spiller

cc: Regionel Director, ?i~h  and Yildlife Service, Albuquerque. new  llcxico
WWVBC  )

State Director, Bureau of Leed IUnegeasnt. Phoenix, Arizona
District Manager, Bureau of Land Mmegement,  Phoenix, Arizona

.

4



April  16, 1990

04-21

Dennis Curtis
Bureau oi' Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N. 3050 East
St. George, Utah 04770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

Please do not designate Ferry Swale  as a Wilderness
Area at this time.

An airport is vital to the Puture  economy of the Page
Lake Powell area.

Ye would ask you to support the economic need, as well
as consider the millions of visitors that want to come
to the area via airplanes.

The greater need  ior the land use is definitely an alr-
port. Please grant us time for a complete feasibilities
study.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

zf-i%te
General Manager

BJRlph

04-22

April 2, 1990

Yr. Dennim Curtis
Bureau of Lend Yaaegement
Arieone  Strip Dietrict
390 Ilorth 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I rawritieg  ta comment09  the draft Besource Yonrgamsnt  Plaa
for the Ariaon stri
edequately  emph8efse tL

Dietr&ct. The drsft B%P doee not

L

crlticrl role that multiple we of
ublic 18ade plays in the locel  l comomiee in Northern Arizona  and
uthern  Uteb. Ihe  c-ercial  utivitiee

mln‘
T'

that occur on public land in '&e Dietrict hr~a a
erticular1y uranium

benef cisl Impact for all  reside&e  of t&e  region. Because there
is so little private 1-d in the ares we need to see that no
unnueeeu
lmde. F

reetrictlone ere plued
edera

on the development of such
law  require8  BLM to coneider present and

potential ueee of the public leade in Its land we plrru.  lhe
draftB%P'e  proposed lend wo reetrictione till eignificmtly
reduce the potential of the Arlroee Strip District to eustain a
ccqlete range of c-cirl land wee.

We halo recently seen tie creation of doeene of rilderneee
areas and vildemeee ueae and the awion of
increaeingly  restrictive =-e t oi the nati03
national recreation ueu.

parke md

uee of remaining public lende
euAe management for multiple

l eeential. The Arizona Wilderness
Act returned to multiple we the mrjorit

1
of the ueae  the B%P

now proposes for restrictive unqement.
additional restrictlow  on such use.

urgeyonnottoplace
I favor the  l limilkatio3 of

'Xkideline area Be and the adoption of alternative Cl or 43.

not to create,
fI;derneee  areae.

in the neme of vxmotelleee*  , defacto

Sincerely.
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APRIL 18. 1990

The  Will066 Gslleq
DonnY.  6ndYeleaiePillnore
24 L. Center Street
Kumb,  Utah 84741

Mr. DoPal Curt18
8ureau of L6nd ement

7Arizona Strip Di6tr ct
390 North 3050 Rut
St. George, Utah 64770

Deer Mr. Curtie:

My rife and  I are  re8ident.6  of K6nab.  Utah, and ~6 h&we th6

~::~t,r~p  Di6triCt.
CO6med.6  on the dmft  Rwource  Ym8gem8nt  P16n for the

-e
We feel the Resource Management Plan underextpha6ize6  the

lb
importanc6 of economic development, puticulul~  mineral
development, 6nd  overemph68itaa  additional restriction8 to

E; promota l remotem recreatlorul experience6. Aa a local buein666
owner  and r66ident6  of the era, it i6  obvious th6t odditionol
rc6trictlon6 ue not nece8muy  to promala recreation, and  in fut
will more th6n likely reduce  the amount of recreation enjoyed by
the mrjorfty  of the

T
6tlon  which vi8it thi8 uea on 6n 8auurl

b66i6. The rut major  ty of people 6ho vi8it the u68  u8 only
able  ta enjoy it from motorimd  vehicle8 due to time limit6tlon8
rad luking In brck.p&cking  experti.66. K6n6b 18 Liter8lly
6urrounded  by Mtional  Parke, rure8tion  1l686.  rildWIk888 ueu,
Indian  re66rktion8,  gti pre6erve8 8nd othu federal land8  upon
rhlchdevelo-tmarnotoccur.  ELM should 6howr er66ter
8ppreci8tion for the*vllru of man&y  ilie reiixhinfw~;=',8
land8 under  it6 juri8diction  for malt pl6 1186  80 al
md Our fOrei@ Yi6itOr6 CIP  enjoy it.

A6 iOr  UOnOndC  development 16  concerned. bergy  FU618  i8  a
8ignificmt  employer in the Kanab end Fredonia area. and
8668.Xltid  iOr th6  Tell  beiag Of both CormmrnitiCS. We believe
EnergJ Fuel6 is an environmentally re8poxwible coiapan~  which h66
6 track record at the Hack C6nyon nines to demora8trat.e that
tier61 re8ource8 CID be developed on the Arizona Strip District
with minimal disturbancs  of the environment and with significant
econoncic  benefit to the local corrrunitielr. The cornpan, and it6
employee8 8.re committed to exploration and
manner which hae  been clearlr  shorn to have only fmited.  short

Finally,  BLM 6hotidnotuae  the landaaepl~ing
6cco&i8h  Wh6t -666 M ~nril~ing to do in 1984.
rild8rIm68 8tudy u868 rhlch were returned to multiple u66 under
the AriZ0118  lildetne86 Act should not now ba Mmbged  priI&pally
to protect their .Wm. nl6t i8. for all prrctical
~LU&66!~;c6!~81M  a6 lrldngthmrilderne66 ue66 OZllr  8 Veq

e of the population will ever banafit from
6ddition61  ril erne66 uea6. mo6t of ~8 rill never h6ve tie mney
or time to venture into theaa ue6 to 6ee the beout  the7 hold
rhichronldbe rreal crine. In eddition.  the breccf6 pip68

depo6it.8  in the Di6trict ue a unique natuml re6ource of
n6tiona1 significance. BLM 6hould do it6 to aee th8t 6uch
re8ourc66  ue proper1 developed. It
il66o~xc8  lkum.gement PI6n 18  not intended to preclud6 minar81
development, and Pdltiple 1168,  acc6pt  in ue8.8  which ue
8peCifiC8llr propo6ed for rildem888  ue&.

term  impact6. BLU doe6  not &ed to ilnpo6e ared-ride rcs&-ictions
on miner61 development to emsure  that it is done properly. we
recommend that you adopt Alternative 4.
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY. ARIZONA  CNAPTER
P.O.  ItallIS

Phcentx.  mcm61.1135

April  20. 1990

0. Willim  Lamb. Distr ict  l4m8ger
Arizona Strip District
US Bureau of Land  tunagement
390 Uorth.  3050 Last
St. George, Utah 84710

5 Dear Mr. Lllab:
2
P Re: Reviev of Arizona Strip Resource Ranagement  Plan (RMP)  and

Eavironmental  fnp8ct Statement.

On behlt of the Arizona  Chapter  o f  The  Wi ld l i f e 6ociaty.  I
appreciate the oppcrtvnity t o  comaant u p o n  tha R e s o u r c e
Mnagancnt  P l a n  and  R I S . The District has put forward a
c-ndabl  c effort t o  review and  examine alternative modes of
magsment  for the Arizona Strip. Gn  the whole, the Society vaa
impressed with the effort and the results. There are a fsw areas
where I felt specific c-nt vu necessary.

Proposals to designate 445,210 acres  of the s t r i p  .s special
runagsment areas  (including nearly 60,000 ma-em  l n ACEC’s)  UC
enlightened auragewnt  optipns,  and the Society supports those
proposals. However, if the District seriously intends to meet
Its objectives, off highway vehic le  traf f ic  should be precluded 1
from ai least some of  th&e areas.

I
While all of these 1re.s

would benefit froa  GHV  prohibition. several i n  msrticular  emerqc I ’
as crucial  locations. +beoe  include the lort Piirca, Lost Spring
Mountain, Moonshine Ridge, and Johnson Sprinq  ACEC’s.

Fort Pierce, Lost Spring Mountain, Mineral Ridge, Johnson spring,
Beaver  Darn. and Marble Canron  ACEC’s  should be closed to laineta
locating  *s w e l l . Desert  -

12
tortoise recovety,  as wel l as the  1

recovery of several spscisl status plants, uould be unlikely
without this protection. The Beaver D a m slope l rea, in
particular, should be considered as s tortoise management  area.
Consequently coordination vith the Dixie Resource Area i n  Utah
would be essential to assure the desert tortoise the protection
it is due.

1 . Your suggestion to preclude OHV traffic in at least some of the ACECs was
proposed in the draft RMP for Beaver Dam and Marble Canyon ACECs. In the
remainder of the ACE& OHVs  were limited to designated roads and trails
(LDRT). This OHV designation restricts unauthorized crosscountry OHV use
while allowing travel on designated roadsand trailsfor other public land users in
the area. Many of these ACECs contain roads which control access to public
lands outside the ACEC. This level of protection is adequate for the resources
covered by designated ACECs while allowing vehicle use on designated roads
left open.

2. See general response to public comments 2.

Mineral Ridge is not an ACEC proposed in the plan or any of it’s alternatives.
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Hr. G. Willimm  Lamb esgt  2 April 20, 1990

csre  should be tekan ia  all  peopos41s  to insure  thst  wi ld l i f e
lasbitet  i s  not  framnted , minireirin~  the relua  of an,  of special
nunagerent  areas. Aoundsries should be expsaded to provide  3
appropriate buffer zones  betucen sensitive pleat or enimel
hebitsts  xnd outside disturbances. Expanded boundaries to
include crit ics1 watershed  stess. end l xpxnsionx th4t  include
acquisition of critic41 atate  o r prio4t4  percels  ry reduce
likelihood of axtirpetion of seneitioc  species.

&ently,  gtost  l mphesis hss  been placed upon  ripsrim  ore4s. sad
the Dietrict  bes soirod  upon the opportunities preeented  by this
RMP. I t  ie l ss4nti41 thet the District consider mansaemeat  of
the Be4ver  Dsm g44h  confluancc  uith the Virgin River es ; mpeci81
rip4rian  srea. The d4monstretion  plea  suggested in Altemetirs  3
se-  to be en  appropriate measure.

Impattent  w i l d l i f e  SpeCie#.  in l ddition to desert tortoise, l re
found within sever41  of the xrees  dascrib4d  in the  l?JW. Surveys
of northam  goshswk  and spotted owl in the Blackrock, Perasbant.
end  nt. Trumbull 4rees  would prove most balpful.

-5 There a=. x4v.r41 sdditionsl brosd issu4s thet should be

2 eddressed. The  gusstioa  o f vegetation msnipulstioa,  including
CJI burning end borbicide  treatments, muat  b e  a p p r o a c h e d  cer4fully.  4

AII~ euch treatments should be  excluded from riparlm  ~444.
mJrth4r. there  wes no treatment of grazing ie8ues  within th4 RW.
This is l issue of the utmost delicecy  and importurce. Gr8tin9
issues must be Included in the lWP/LIS.

I velcanw th4  opportunity to discuss thssa issues, end hope that
the comments I h4v4  provided on behalf of the Society 4~4 of
v4lue  in your review.

Pr4sident

3. District wildlife habit  is managed by six habitat management plan (HMPs).
HMP boundaries reflect wildlife habitat areas. These plans help ensure manage-
ment actions are coordinated and eliminate a fragmentation of species  habitat.

See general response to public comments 1 .i.

4 . All land treatments are subject to EAs. Also, the subject has been analyzed in the
draft environmental statement on Veaetation Treatment on BLM  lands in the
Thirteen Western States which was incorporated by reference. Also see general
response to public comments 4.

RL:LR: lr

cc: Sam Spiller, US Plsh end  Wildlife Service
Duane shoufc,  Arirona  Came  and Fish Department



04-25 0 4 - 2 5

April 25. 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Henagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

On behalf of Kanab City. I am niting to comment on the
draft ArLzona Strip Resource l4e"egement  plan.

Federal law requires that BLn coordfnate  with and consider
the views of local government in the development of its resource
management plans and that BLtl'e planm be consiatent  with the
views of local government to the maximum  extent po6sible.
fwe;ef; I do not see evidence in the RMP that BLU is ettempcing

. The draft acknowledges that local interests fever
mvltiple  use management but the" l oleets I much more restrictive
alternative as the preferred elter"ative. 1. encourage you to
select alternative 4 es the preferzed  alternative in the final
RMP.

As you state in the draft IMP. Less the" five percent of
Atizone  Strip District is in private hands and contributing to
the local tax base. Because of the limited private lands. this
region depends heavily on mining. ranching end other multiple
uses of public lands to contribute to the economic well being of
the area. The area already has more land devoted to national
parks. recreation areas. game preserves. wilderness areas,
wilderness study areas. etc.,
country. On balance.

then nearly any other area in the
we need to increase rather than decrease

opportunftfes  for econor&c  development in the region. Imposing
additional restrictions on the use of the limited remaining
public lands vhich  are open to multiple use to promote
backpacking or protect scenic vistas is simply inconsistent with
the continued viabilFty  of OUT communities. The RHP should
clarify that BLH does not intend to preclude properly rekulated
economic development in areas such as Guideline Areas "9'. I 2

1. Between October 1987  and June 1989,  sixteen public meetings were held
including two in Fredonia, Arizona to obtain the views of the publicand local gov-
ernments prior to development of the RMP. In addition, three separate meetings
were held with the district’s Grazing Advisory Board and Advisory Council.
Members of these groups reflect local views. The public is always welcome to
attend these meetings. Additional efforts were also made by mailing four
different Arizona Strip Advisories to over 500  individuals, groups and local gov-
ernments to keep them informed as to what phase the RMP is in and to solicit
comments .

2. Amajor  objective of the proposed RMP isto  manage the public landsfor multiple
use. No new mineral withdrawals have been proposed. The Area B guideline
only provided guidance for developing the land use plan. They are not manage-
ment designations. See text change on page 113.



04-25 (continued)

Mr. Dennis Curtis
April 25, 1990

Finally. BLH should promote the development of important
natural resources  on public lands. As you note in the RMP. we
are fortunate to have unique and important breccia pipe mineral
deposits within the Arizona Strip. It has been shown that they
can be developed without harming other important resources. I
encourage you to manage the Distrtct  to ensure access to and make
the development of such deposits possible. we understand that
BLN's  intention Fs not to impose restrfctfons that would prevent
the type of mining that has occurred in the District during the
past decade. However, that intention Ls not clear from the RMP. I

3

Bernie Ripper
Mayor

04-25 (continued)

3 . The proposed RMP does not withdraw any new land from mining under the 1872
Mining Law. The plan however, does impose restrictions on mining activities
similar to those currently followed by existing uranium mining companies.

See comment response W-26-02.

BR/rhj
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April 25, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I am writing to express my views on the draft Resource Management
Plan for the Arizona Strip District. I feel that the area in and
around the Arizona Strip already has more land devoted to national
parks, recreation areas, game preservers, wilderness areas.
wilderness studv areas. etc. than nearlv  anv other area in the
country. A large portion of the Strip such-as  the 265,000 acres
of wilderness. is already off limits to multiple use. We need

4 to increase rather than decrease opportunities for economic
T

2 development in the region. Imposing multiple restrictions on
the use of the limited remaininn oublic  lands to oromote  back-cx, packing or protect scenic vistas is inconsistent kth the continued
vfability  of our communities.

The draft FWP does not adequately emphasize the critical role
that multiple use of public lands plays Ln the local economies I

1
in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah. The commercial  activities,
partFcularly  uranium mining, that occur on public land in the
District have a beneficial %mpact  for all residents of the region,
Because there is so little private land in the area, we need
to see that no unnecessary restrictions are placed on the develop-
ment of such lands. Federal law rewires the BLM  to consider
present and potentfal  uses of the pdbiic  lands in its land use
plans. The draft W's proposed land use restrictions will
significantly reduce the potential of the Arizona  Strip District
to sustain a complete range of commercial land. Therefore. I
favor the elimination of 'Guideline area B" and the adoption of
alternative 4.

Where restrictions on commercial development are proposed, I
encourage you to affirmatively state that BLM's  intention is not
to preclude multiple use, particularly properly regulated mineral
development. There should be no question that BLM s intentions
are not to create, in the name of "remoteness", de facto wildernes
areas.

Sincerely,

y64 No. 500 E. C57
Kanab. Utah 84741

0 4 - 2 6

1. Managing public lands for multiple use is a basic planning criteria on a major
objective of the proposed RMP. This is stated twice in the Summary, once in
Chapter I and twice in Chapter II. Also, see response to general public concerns
1.

2. Management prescriptions under the preferred alternative would not preclude
multiple use, or more specifically, mineral development. The bureau is directed
by the FLPMA to manage the public lands in a manner which recognizes the
nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from the
public land. Furthermore, it is bureau policy to encourage and facilitate private
industry in the development of mineral resources on public lands in a manner
that satisfies the national and local needs and provides for economically and en-
vironmentally sound exploration, extraction and reclamation practices. Also,
see response to general public concerns page V-5.
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726 South 175 East, t123
Kanab, Utah 84741
April 25, 1990

Ur. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Kr. Curtis:

I am writing to comment on the draft Resource Management Plan
for the Arizona Stri District, a* a  Crazing Permit tee,  Yineral
Explorationist, !IKana City Councilman and a concerned citizen.

The draft RkR overemphasizes management for *remoteness"
which it definea  as Vecreation experience opportunities in
backcountry, natural-appearing settings". BLB  feels, ap arently.
that it must impose further restrictions on fzmultip e use to
preserve the  remote character of the Strip, and to do so they
ypose to create several new special ugement  areas (ACEC's.
pecial Recreation Management Areas. Resource Conservation Areas

G
and Category TP areas). Looking at the Strip in a regional
context, however, additional restrictions are unnecessary and
inappropriate.

Development on the Strip is limited by various natural
characteristics of the area <rugged terrain, deep canyons, lack 1
of rater. etc.). Ihere  is no basis to suggest that the basic
l remotenessa of ths area is presently threatened in any respect.

Tie additional regulations pro osed in the RBP  will adverse1
affect local communities. Ii ecause o f existing federaI
restrictions imposed throughout the region and the relatively
limited private land in the region, the communities located
within or near the District are extremely sensitive to further
federal restrictions on the use of the limited land which is not
already withdrawn from commercial development.

The BLU is doing a good job managing the' District. Federal
law  does not require that BLM change its existing management
practices, only that it must review them. The District certainly
does not need to place more restrictions on multiple use. There-
fore. I request that you select Alternative One. and continue to
manage the Arizona Strip wholly as multiple use.

Sincerelv.

1. Human activity of any kind and its related impacts reduce the quality of
remoteness in a remote area for many people who identify with and seek this
value. The goal of protecting the Strip’s remoteness value is to maintain the
recreational opportunities in back country natural-appearing settinqs. This goal
was discussed in depth under the Remoteness Component section, Chapter III,
pg. 39. Also, see general response to public concerns page V-5.

YJohn 0. Vaughn
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Fmdonia  Natural Reource  Conservation Dirtriti
Fr&mia.  Arllcnr  ssrm

Dee.*  Mr. Curtis:

I an writing in response to the BLM's  draft Resource Hanagenent  Plan
for the Arizona Strip DiStriCt.

While I realize the need for responsible management is crucial in this

;s
area, I strongly feel that more restrictions on multiple use of public
lands is not what we need. ~hera ia very little private land in the

0 Arizona Strip contributing to the local tax base, (II a result people
in this area  depend on nultiplo uses of public lands such as ranching
and  mining, to contribute to the economic well being of the area. The
land use restrictions set forth in the draft RIP will significantly
reduce the potential of the Arizona Strip District to maintain a complete
range of conmcricial land used. We need to increase rather than dcerearc 1
a n y  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  for  economic  development.

Much  of the land proposed for additional restric+Cve  management ir the
sane  Land that was recently studied and released from  wilderness denignaricn
b y  C o n g r e s s . BOIeVeT, tho RIIP's new restriction on these lands would.
for all practical purposes, make them wilderness area.6 again.
This land needs to be returned to multiple use  with no additional restric-
tions. I would suggest the elimination of 'Guidline Area 8' and the
adoption of alternative Jl or 4.11

Federal  law  does not require t h a t  t h e  BL”  c h a n g e  i t s  PLnlgCment  praCtiCe5,
only that Is must review then. The Arizona Strip D'irtrict  definately
does not need more restrictions on multiple use.

Sincerely,

1. None of the present commercial land uses on the Arizona Strip have been
eliminated by the proposed RMP; however, it may be more difficult and
expensive to do some types of business. The reason additional constraints are
being placed on various land use is the increasing demand for public land
resources and public concerns.
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Page-Lake Powell
Chamber of Commerce

VISITOR &CONVENTION BUREAU
P.O. Box 727. Page. Arizona 86040  -:-  Telephona.  (602) 645-2741

Aipril  26. 1990

Mr.  Dennis  Curt is
Bureau  O f  LB”d  nO"OQcme"t
Arizons  Strip  District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  GCCX-QC.  Utah 81770

Dear  Mr .  Curtl3:
<
1, The PaQ.Z/Lske  Pouell  ChsmbeP  Of Commerce, Pe‘W-eSe”ti”g  Over
N two  hundred busioesses  in the Page srea  uho  uill  be attected

br  the decision Of the BLn. uishes  to comment on the draft
RM? tot-  the Arizona Strip  Distrfct.

We feel m o s t  dcfinitelr  the arca  of Ferry  Suale  snd  the
cublic  lands in Arizona around this area are  vital  to the
continued steady Qrovth  of PaQe/Lske  Powell  q s well  as  “Ot
l imit ing  ooocrtunitv  to others.

A s  n o t e d  i n  Gruen  h Associstes  airoort  plan.  a lsrger,  more
versatile airoort -  one uith  a”  industr ia l  a i r  ,xark  attached
will  be needed in the future -  cerhsos  ~1s  lono  as 10 Years.
but not the 25 of the RMP.

The nature of the land overall  for s”  expanded.  sirDort  make
it impossible to use the present  location.

YOU  nave strongly suggested O t h e r  sites should be looked at
beyond  the Suale  area. Severs1  m i l e s  South  o f  Page  -  there
i s  adeauate  sDOCe  - 10 miles east of  Page there is also
adequate  slice  -  the problem  being it is on t h e  N a v a j o

Reservation. While the 1andinQ  strlo  ltsel?  could
undoubtedly be worked out betueen  both entities -  t h e  Drese”t

t r iba l  lsus  WJ”er”i”Q  businesses owned by O”QlO,  could be
detr imental  to the prooosed  crogrBm  of develooment,  cresting
a” imaossible  situation.

Ue  d o  net  P,-o~ose  “ o r  do  ue support  t h e  I d e a  o f  uholesale
develocmtnt  of  Dubllc  l a n d s . however  i t  is distressing to us
that IS the Federal dollsr  shrinks so  does the accessible

1. BLM recognizes the city’s potential need for a better airport within a decade as
well as the importance of planning ahead with regard to growth and economic
development. Moreover, we look forward to working closely with city officials in
the site selection process so that Page can continue to grow and prosper in a
manner sensitive to the natural features which make this area so popular to
visitors.

When the Alternative Site Study is completed and it demonstrates to BLM that
the Ferry Swale area is the best location for an airport, considering all factors, we
will take necessary action to process the application.

PAGE-LAKE POWELL - A PLACE FOR ALL SEASONS



Page  Two

04-29 (continued)

D e n n i s  C u r t i s  -  BLIP

Dublic lands!

The Arizona Strip Office does an excellent job of manacing
the Dresent  resource with  its multiple USC  designation. We
would use an old phrase to cxDlain  our  feelings -  “ i f  i t
ain’t broke -  don’t fix it". The ultimate ue could hope  for
would be to do nothing -  ue  do not bel ieve that wil l  hawxn,
so we ask for Alternative I allowing room for  a future
Page/Lake Powell  AirDort  and leaving r~orn  for other cmtionr.

President
A

is
PAGE/LAKE POWELL CHAPlBER  OF COlVlERCE
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PLATRAU  OROUP Box  15 FLAGSTAFF, AZ 6600  1

Dennis Curtis, Planning Team Leader
Arizona Strip District Office
390Nmth  305OEast

February 9, 1989

St. George, Utah 84770

Enclosed are the comments of the Plateau Group of the Sierra Club regarding

the BLM  Arizona  Strip District Draft Resource Management Plan and
:’
rG

Environmental Impact Statement. Our concerns on the matters addressed by this

W RMP  and EI S are well document&3  through numerous letters,  published articles,

and input at all public scoping  meetings. We have Men  in?olved in the process

that resulted in this RMP  since its inception over three years ago. Before that we

were instrumental in raising most if not all of the issues  this document is

supposed to address. In light of our well documented concern and long term

involvement in this process  we feel  this Draft  Rh4P  does not address our

concerns nor does it satisfy the legal requirements placed upon it by NEPA.

This  dwument  first fails to satisfy NEPA  requirements by failing to alter a

broad enough range of alternatives.

For instance, both Alternative 2 (the preferred alternative) and Alternative 3

(the ~ermronmental  alternative) would include the Same  acrage of Special

Management Areas. And both alternatives would result in virWaIIg  the same

acreage of surface disturbance We  nearly the same areas unprotected.

1

1. The National Environmental Policv  Act of 1969, Section 102(C)(iii)  states that
alternatives to the proposal must be considered. The Council on Environmental
Quality regulations states thatagencies shall “rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated
from study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated” (40 CFR
1 5 0 2 . 1 4 ( a ) ) .

T h e r e  a r e  a p p r e c i a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  d r a f t  RMP/
EIS. Tables II-1 and II-2 show those differences according to the range from No
Action to Preservation and Consumption options.

See text change on page II-4 discussing why an alternative with large withdraw-
als was not included in the document.
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ISW?S  drive the NEFM  jmce~. When issues raised are not adequately

addressed, the process  and the  document has failed. Issues of major concern to

the  plateau Group are:

1. Mineral withdrawals: We asked for mineral withdraw&  for areas too

sensitive to withstand the increased access and environmental disturbance

resulting from mining. mere  were nowithdrawals  in the preferred alternative,

in fact the amount of land available for mining wils actually ticread.

2 .

2

2 . Tens of thousands of mining claims have been filed on the strip. No worse

case scenario is included in this plan nor is any provision included which

would prokct

5 resources on the strip in the case of a renewal of  feverish mining development
IG
P as already occurred in the early 1980’s

3 . We asked that the  highest levels of reclamation be required on all mining

developments on tie  Strip. Rob Roudabush,  BLM  Vermiffion  Rexwce  Area

Manager, said that to  do so  might offend the mining wpany  involved. The BLM

has shown no such reluctance to offend environmentalists.

3

Mineral withdrawals, in addition to those areas currently withdrawn through
wilderness designation, were considered in Alternative 3 of the draft RMP/EIS.
The analysis in the RMP/EIS determined that sufficient regulatory constraints
exist which would accommodate locatable mineral exploration and develop-
ment while assuring protection of nonmineral resource values. Withdrawals pro-
posed for revocation were not found necessary due to subsequent withdrawal
through wilderness designation (Virgin River Scenic Withdrawal) or because the
need for the original withdrawal is no longer valid (PLO 3701 and Boulder
Canyon withdrawals). Also, see page II-4 of the final RMP/EIS  (alternatives
considered but not analyzed).

3 . Current CEQ regulations require analysis of reasonably foreseeable significant
adverse impacts (40 CFR 1500, as amended). The analysis of a “worst case
scenario” is no longer required. The analysis presented in the draft RMP/EIS
conforms to the current CEQ guidance. The reasonably foreseeable impacts
presented in Appendix 31 are based on impacts which have occurred over the
past nine years. The nine years of data on which the projections are based
include a complete cycle of extensive exploration and development. Thus, even
though a “worst case scenario”was  not specifically analyzed in the document,
the analysis presented deals with the possibility that another cycle of extensive
exploration and development could occur.

4. Out of an area of 2.8 million acres of some  of the most sp&acufafly  remote

land in the  west the most the BLM  has found to  be withy  of designation as

Areas of Special  Fa~iromnental  Concern in the preferred alternative is

59,2  10 acres or a measley 2%.  In this alternative even these  few areas muld

not be protected from mineral  entry.
4 4 .

5. We asked  for adequate protection of the Strip’s rich and widespread

axhaeological  resources. We feel that the fact that virtuafly  all  cultural sites,

including the most significant, remain open  to  mining activities is unacceptable.

Merely requiring mitigation is insufficient protection

ACEC designations highlight areas where special management attention is
needed to protect, and prevent irreparable damage to, important historic,
cultural, and scenic values, fish, or wildlife resources or other natural systems or
processes: or to protect human life and safety from natural hazards. In order to
qualify as an ACEC, the area under consideration must meet the relevance and
importance criteria as outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2. In addition to the proposed
ACECs,  Congress designated 265,600 acres aswildernesson BLM administered
lands on the Arizona Strip in 1984. These lands, as well asother withdrawn lands
shown in Appendix 31, need to be included in your analysis.
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6. Range impro~emmts  may include chaining and hertidding  pinyon  junipa

stands. This is unacceptable

7. At every stage of the process we asked that measures recommended  by the

Arizona Game and Fish Department to minimize conflicts between ranchers and

mountain lions be  adopted, since those  conflicts generally result in

indiscriminate slaughters of the lions. No such provision w&s  included in any

alternative.

8 . We asked that provisions be  included in the plan to protect  Grand Canyon

National Park from adverse effects which, according to former Park

Superintendent Marks, it has already experienced  as a result of mining activities

5
on adjacent BLM  lands. The  preferred albxnative  provides no protection for

;; many of those  areas and inadequate protection for the rest.
cn

9 . We asked that a lull asesment  of the cumulative impacts of mining and

exploration to this point  as well as a projection of future cumulative impacts be

included with the  F&P  document. Considering bow things are going,  it’s obvious

that the EIS accompanying the  plan is not going to address this.

10. We asked for adequate protection of surface and groundwdter  including the

declaring  of some sensitive riparian areas and intermittent drainages be

declared off limits to mining. You included no such  provisions.

11. Forest Resource: We asked that no commercial timber sales be planned lor

ponderosa  stands on the  Strip, because  such  sales would waste valuable habitat

while  having to be subsidized in the  first place. The  prime use of these lands is

as a biologic and rmeational  resource.

5

5. Approval of animal damage control actionson BLM public lands is subject to EAs
which involve public review. Coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish
Department as well as the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service occurs prior to the
approval of the Animal Damage Control Plan. This coordination effort helps to
identify any perceived conflicts and formulates actions which will rectify the
situation.

6. In Chapter III of the RMP/EIS is a section titled “Cumulative Changes in the
Existing Environment (18781988). In Chapter IV there is a cumulative impact
analysis of each alternative. These sections specifically address cumulative
impacts of mining and exploration to date, as well as projections of future
cumulative impacts. The mineral related impacts are clearly laid out in Appen-
dix 28 of the draft RMPiElS  and they were specifically analyzed in this document.

6

7

8

7 . Evaluation of the effects of mining on surface and groundwater occurs in site-
specific EAs for mining plans and exploration. All  activities are heavily mitigated
and reclamation of disturbances are mandatory. Mining companies are well
informed and are committed to protect ground and surface water and riparian
areas. NEPA, HAZMAT  and a host of other federal and state environmental
regulationsgive the stateand  BLMthe authorityto regulate mining. The Arizona
Strip BLM has had no problems on this issue and is confident of handling the
situation in an environmentally sound manner. Therefore, declaring all riparian
areas and drainages off limits to mining is unnecessary. The Virgin River Gorge
riparian area is withdrawn from minerals primarily to protect the areas visual
resources. We would appreciate help in locating anyriparian areas or significant
drainages which have been irreversibly degraded by recent mining.

8 . See general response to public comments page V-9.
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The Draft EI S states that ponderosa  pine  will be managed for ‘other  uses’.

please explain what these other uses are. What are managment  directions which 8

will be implemented? What class and amount of new roads  will be constn~cted

or rebuilt to  achieve proposed  forest managment.

In the *Affected  Envrironment’  section there is no description of the affected

environment. please address the following: Age classes and vertical/horizontal I
diversity of stands. Health of stands (i.e. mistletoe infestations or other disease

problems). Endangered or threaten4  animal species. ROS classes and road

densities found in the pine type. Fire dangers and excess fuels problems

12. The number and size of ACE0  should be increased. Areas that we swest be

-5 included are:
;3
0) 1. ganab Creek, if it isnt  unique then neither is the Grand Canyon.

2. Lower House Rock Valley

3. The Witch Pool ACM:  should be increased to at least 1,000 acres.

4. Marble Canyon ACEC  should be increased in the preferred alternative to

15,000 acres.

5. Andrus  Canyon should be designated  an ACEC.

Exactly how much consideration OUT  concerns received in this  plan was made

apparent at March 1990 public meeting in Flagstaff where Dennis Curtis and the

other members of the planning team presented the draft Nan.  When asked why

a camm over predator control by grazing permittees  did  not appear in the RMP

in spite of the  fact that we had entered that issue into the reaxd  at two scoping

meetings, in written comments, at one prelimlnarg  revtew  mesUng  and one BLM

State Advisory Council Meeting, Dennis C~J-US  said, -1 guess we forgot.’ It seems

as though a lot of our  concerns have been  forgotten in this document

9 9. The information requested is more detail than is intended to be included in the
RMP/EIS.  Much of this information is available in the MSA at the district office
and the public is welcome to review it.

10. See Kanab Creek general response to public comments page V-6.

I LOWER HOUSE ROCK VALLEY: The lower House Hock Valley does not meet
the relevance and importance criteria for an ACEC.

10
WITCH POOL: The acreage for Witch Pool ACEC is based on our best available
information and covers the known important values. See general response to
public comments page V-7.

MARBLE CANYON: See general response to public comments page V-6.

ANDRUS CANYON: See general response to public comments page V-7.
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We regret that you have chosen to give enviroamental  considerations the

short end of the stick in this draft FNP. We believe that a document built oa
such a foudation  is inadequate to the task for which it is being written.  This is,

after  all a precedent setfAng plan - the first by the BLM  which  wouid  have broad

impacts  ou mining development As such the draft FMP  is inadequate and

unacceptable. It will surely be appealed unless signilicant  changes are made to

reflect the concerns listed here.

b.nDagget  '
Connation  Chair
Plateau Group
Sierra Club

C.C.

Senator John Micah
Congressman MO Udall
Dean Bibles

Lori Potter, SCLDFF
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T H E  L
DESERT TOIUXXSE  COUNCIL

5319  onitos  Avcnuc
Long  Ebch.  California 90805

April 11, 1990

ira8 Lamb, District Ua"rger
Strip District Office

BureaL  of Land tlanagernent
390 North  3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr.  Lamb:

The Desert Tortoise Council has  reviewed the draft Resource
Management Plan for the &izona  Strip District and offers the
following comments.
First off. we are cautiously optimistic that this draft
represents sincere efforts by BLtl  to improve the desert tortoise
situation on the Beaver Dan Slope. We have concerns discussed
later  about the Pakwn  area and the Virgin Slopes.

s-15. Alternative 3 is the only one showing a" CICEC  for the
Beaver Dwn  Elope tortoise habitat . I1

II-65 Map II-16 is much too difficult to read. It has no
reference townships, and  cannot be matched well with Other naps I

2
in the draft.

I  I - 5 . NO special Hmagoment  areas in preferred alternative for
the desert tortoise is indicated. I

1

11-19. Beaver  Dam Slope FICEC  is mentioned. We bel ieve the
categories should be the sane  In all alternatives, as you have
done.

11-20. What does the seasonal restriction ma be used mean? H o w
and  when will it be used? Weasel words  like this usually mea" to

I
3

us that the action Will not be taken.

11-25. Alternative 2. AMPS  on remaining Desert tortoise
ollctmentc  would be completed. We encourage BLH  to do this under
any alternative  where desert tortoise habitat objectives are '
“ceded.

I I-39. Prescriptions for lands are pow. Give Rights Of Ways to
the applicant and hurt the tortoise PE little as possible. This
does not match well with the Desert Tortoise “Rangewide  Plan”,
the draft Clrirona Impl-tmtion  Strategy for Management of the
Desert Tortoise. “or  statements on IV-36 about closing corridors.

We strongly suggest P moratorium on cattle grazing on the Beaver
Dam SLopcz  and the Pakooo  until research prover -livertoc&  grazing I

4

has no impact. Grazing me+’  affect the  desert  tortoise. ELM at a
minimum should  consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on

1. Special Management Areas, including ACECs  for Alternative 2 and 3 are identi-
fied in Table S-l, page S-4and  Table S-2, page s-6.  Omission from this table was
an error.

2. This map has been redone. Townships and range lines are now labeled.

3 . Seasonal restrictions lessen perceived potential impacts from any proposed
action. Mitigation developed through consultation with USFWS  could call for
required seasonal restrictions.

4 . Prior to granting any right-of-way across desert tortoise habitat, Section 7
consultation would occur to assure minimum impacts to the tortoise (see 11-16).
The reason a specific corridor was not identified was to provide maximum
flexibility to avoid adverse impact to the tortoise.

5. In the near future a Bioloqical  Assessment of Livestock Grazinq on the Arizona
Strip will be sent to the USFWS for consultation and evaluation of the grazing
program.

Currently, the evidence for a moratorium on livestock grazing is inconclusive.
Livestock impacts on the desert tortoise are still under study and will remain so
until contradictory data and questions are reconciled.

thus  federal activity authorized on federal land. Prel iminary I
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results of earllet- phyriolog;cal/patholoQical  studies indicated
likelihood of malnutrition. These areas  are not rich in forage
to  begi”  with. I

The plan is not very clear about the large amount  of desert
tortoise habitat not on the Eleaver  Dam Slope. WE? see no
gUidelines, prescriptions. opportunities. or other measures
called for I,-,  the Supplemental  -0Qr.M  Guidance for VXW .wv
development . These areas (like the Pakoo”)  rhoulrl have at least
the same  prescriptions as  the BDS  ACEC on my Category  1 or  2
tortoise areas.

II-50 and 51. Guideline areas. The tortoise map does not match
well, but tortoises should be in Area B  for both alternative 2
and  3 . Tortoises and their hsbrtat  constitute those areas where
BLM  identifies the qualities of "B" Areas. Desert Tortoise
habitat should not be wide-open multiple use  land. Not having
desert  tartoxse  Category I and 2 habitat as  &t-e=  h for your
guidelines is 1nconsirtent  with what the plan says  in other
lnstancer  i t  1s doing  f o r  t h e  d e s e r t  tortal%?.

II-55 and 54. Appears some tortois@  habitat is shown for

cl
exchange or sale. We rtronply  di%aQreP  nlth  th16  unless better
value desert tortoise is blocked up with such an action.

W
111-19. Good discussion on the desert tortcire  berm,  but much
discussion of resource attributer that would  be affected by the
features of the alternatives so a cru%c-effect  relatlonship  can
be set up for dealinp  with  the environmwWa1  consequences
roction.

I 8

The desert tortoise was federally listed threatened recently.

11x-20. BLM  acquired 1.600 acres recently, but how much was
I
10

disposed of in the last  four years?

IV-B. There should not be a powerllne/pipeline  corridor through
category 1 federally listed desert tortoise habitat. I”

IV-9. Table IV-Z. The status of the desert  tortoise is  now
threatened.

IV-36. What about other utility corridors? fill  tortoise habit.31
ould  not have corridwc, CC  >LE.t  CateQm,’  1  o,-  2? This
conflicts with statements o” IV-B.

IV-37. Minerals f irst paragraph. HOW  would BLfl  disallow mining
that would adversely impact a special status species? We are
often told there is nothing that can  stop mineral development in
the case of an unlisted species, say a Candidate category 1
spec  1es.

12

13

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

The Beaver Dam Slope is subject to disturbance from human activities, i.e.:
collection, dogs, existing mining claims, existing utility corridor, off highway
vehicles and existing roads. The Pakoon area is more remote and is not likely to
be subject to the above disturbances in the near future. All areas which contain
tortoise are subject to consultation with USFWS  prior to the approval of any
bureau-authorized project.

Desert tortoise habitat is managed under most of the Bguidelines. Alarge  ACEC
is proposed; OHVs  are limited to designated roads and trails and special oil and
gas leasing stipulations are proposed. These actions plus compliance with the
Endangered Species Act should provide adequate protection for the species.

Prior to completion of any land exchange involving possible desert tortoise
habitat, Section 7 consultation will be done to assure a net effect that is positive
for the tortoise in accordance with the Endangered Species Act (see B-16).

Corrections made, pages 111-16,  A-21, A-52.

No public lands have been disposed of in desert tortoise habitat within the last
four years. Currently, 165.87 acres are in the process of being exchanged out of
federal ownership in the Colorado City area (no tortoise habitat is involved.)

There is already a right-of-way utility route through Category I federally-listed
desert tortoise habitat that is necessary for human needs. An EAand Section 7
consultation would be required with every new right-of-way application.

The right-of-way corridor paragraph in IV-86 refers to all categories of tortoise.
There would be no designated corridor in the area.

Underthe  management prescription outlined in the preferred alternative, ACECs
would be designated for the protection of special status species. Once an area
is designated as an ACEC, all locatable mineral exploration or development
activities exceeding casual use would require prior submission and approval of
a plan of operation. The approval of a plan of operation is a federal action. Any
activity proposed under a plan which would adversely impact a listed species or
habitat would require consultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service to be
undertaken by the Bureau. Through this process, the Bureau assures that ap-
proval of the action would not likely jeopardize the continued existence of any
listed specie or the adverse modification of critical habitat. lf the approval of any
action would not fulfill the requirements of the Endanqered Species Act, it would
not be approved. The intent, however, is not to stop the mining operation but to
eliminate conflicts with listed species or habitat. To the extent that this can be
accomplished, mineral exploration and development will be accommodated.
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IV-62. Fewer acres are disposed of in Category 3 habitat in this
alternative. Ue  strongly suggest that this is much more
acceptable than Alternat ive  2 . with respect to impacts on the
desert  tortoise.

A-10 and il. Monitoring and Evaluation. The desert torto ise  i s
not under  special  status spec ies  as  in  ear l ier  sect ions . The
desert tortoise is broken down to two  items, but the same 14 14. Correction made, pages 111-16,  A-21, A-52. Both relative densities and impacts
measures  and c r i t e r i a  for  decisions are described. We do not
understand the two items’ meaning.

to those densities from land use activities will be measured as per identified tech-
niques and units of measure.

We failed to  see  in the draft  where RLP(  i s  consult ing under I
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act  on this plan.
this plan look l ike  may affect  situations to “5.

A c t i o n s  i n  15

I
15. The draft RMP/EIS was sent to U. S. Fish and WIldlife  Service for formal

consultation. The results of thatconsultation arefound in this document on page
With the exception of the vagueness of management on the Pakoon
and Virgin Slopes, this RHP  pooks  like  a  good direct ion for ’
management. We believe the  RMP does not show the distinct
s ign i f icant  improvement of  alternative 3 over Alternative 2 a6
regards the desert tor to i se . We strongly suggest the BLtl  accept
management of desert tortoise habitat a.5  proposed in Qltcrnative
3 as the bene f i c ia l  impacts  are  needed for recovery of this
spec ies . W e  a l so  be l i eve  EiLll’s A  Area  and  B Area  guidel ines need
to be modified so that desert tortoise habitat is put under the
mot-e restrictive  guidelines for areas with sensitive  resources.

v-9.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft.

Sinccrclv.

J. R. S t .  Amant
Senior Co-chairman
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Uizsrds Rotorcycle Club
554 East 11800 South
Draper, Utah  04020
801-571-7485

Bureau of Land lle"aaem"t
c/o  Georse  w.  c r o p p e r
Ftrirona Strip District
225 North Bluff Street
St. George.  Utah 84770

April 18.  1990

Re: Proposed plannina of Arizona Strip Diezrict nsnsnement Plan
and Environarentol  Impact Statement.

The Llizards  n/C  is involved in the land use  in the Arizona Strip
District area hsvinn a special use permit to hold the Rhino
Rally notorcvc1e race. For the peer.  eeve" years we have leased
ground For the event in February of each yeear. This event is
wary popular because of the vinter  cllmete and beautiful
terrain. notorcycle desert racins  is a family oriented eport
vith  80% of the entries corninn  from femlly members  planning.
traveling and  participating in this  sport  tosethor.

Thle  surely must be e magic formula for raisins  kids because
these kids are not involved in todaye  problem  that seem to
plague young people nrovins up under all  of todays influences.
The importance of having areas eet  aside for OHV use is as
important ae anything ue face today. We must  protect the land
ee well  ae our youth with the right  education and ~lannins  60
people  can use  our lands and preserve it et the same  time.

The Rrizona Strip District area of the BLn is looking at all
land ueers ee havirg a" important pert  in the planning of future
use  and environraental  impact these uses  might  impose. The
Wizards n/C  members and users  sre  making every effort to uork
with  and support  the efforts of the BLX. Their sunnestions and
regulations have been followed by us each par  from start to
closinn and final inspection of the area.

We uould support  Rlternate 1 in the proposed planning ae It
seems to be more adaptable to OHV use, but because there are  no
open OHV areae  designated in the Rrizone Strip District, ue
would rectueet that all existinn roads,  trails end washes be
designated far OHV use as these roads, trails and uashes  would
not have any environmental impacts on wgitatLon  or habitat in
t h e  a r e s . We would  aiso need special use permits to be issued
to cross o-r  terrain to connect vaehee  or roads only when
necessary to avoid a" area that might  have a" environmental
problem.

We are a" organized body of OHV ueers  that want  to protect the
land and the environment. I;e ere slaa  willing  to offer service
to protect  this privilese and help preserve  this lend and the
habitat we we.

The Wizards members sre  willins to help the BLt¶. private land
ownere  and ranchers with problems that might arise from the
resulta  of our using  the lands in this area-

Pleaee contact us et 554 East 11000  South Draper, Utah 84020 or
ccl11  801-571-7485 c/o  Terry Bland / Chairmen of the Board of the
Wizards l?otorcycle  Club.

Chairmen of the Board
Wlrards  tvc
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M a r  1, 1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis  Curtis
Bureau o f  Land  Hanrgemcnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
S t .  t-2.XQt,  U t a h  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  M r .  C u r t i s

The Resource Managcmcnt  Plan draft  for  the CIrizona  Strip

r:
c*.uscs me  grtat  ConCrP”. If Alternatives 2 w 3 arc adopted, we
could be seucrly  affected  br these changes.

E Our cawnunity  is rclatiucly  far from regional economic hubs.
Aa  1 conrcqucncc, we must large1 y depend on local industry and  on
the continuation of multiple use  of  BUI  rcbninistcrcd  public land
to sustain our economic base. I n  the  last sev~rl  yews,  hour-
“CC, many  local  industrlcs such as mining and  ranching have bcrn
operating on the margin.

Increased BLJl  repulatlon  that  further  rrstricts  the  opportu-
nities for cammrrcirl  l ctivltirs should occur only where specific
circumstances clearly demand such regulation. I do not se* .
need to make any  major changes at this time. Thus. I support
Altcrnatlvc 4 .s the best choice to make. By CO doing,  these
public lands would still  be  able  prouidr  this important  economic
base that WC nerd so badly in this area  at this time.

Sincerely,

0502

Mar  S, 1 9 9 0

D*nnis  Curtis
Euroau of Land h”lQQ#“c”t
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. G e o r g e ,  iJ7  8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis!

Your decision to put more of our public land into wilderness
wi I1 cause a great  l conanic stress on the  rrsidents of Nor thcrn
Arizona  and Southern Utah. The  proposed management proscriptions
will adversely affect important seQncnts of  the public.

As a rcsul  t  o f existing federal restrictions i mposcd
throughout the region, and the relatively 1 imi trd priuatc  land in
the region, the communities contained within or located VCPY  near
to the Arizona Strip District arc cxtrcmely  sensitive to further
federal restrictions on the USC of this l imited land.

The Resource Management Plan lists 4 different alternatives
that are being  reviewed  by the ELM. I am in support of W4. Keep
these lands l vai lablc  to the needs of al 1 !

Thank YOU,
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NORTHERN ARIZONA FORENSIC LABORATORY
dares  L. *Jam*  Bale, Jr. - Examiner  or euestionea  uoouaents

P.O. B O X  4lf - cnino  ValleY, Arizona  86322J
16021  6J6-5550

MAY 9. 1990

III-.  Dennis  curt10
Bureau o f  Lena  nanagement
ArlZOna  St119  Dletrlct
390 II. JO50  East
St. Csor8s,  Utah  8 4 7 7 0

Be:  BeBourco  ManAi3ement Plan (Arizona  strlpl

Dear  Mr.  Curtle:

It has come to my attention  that your agency le conslderlng
the amenament  o f  urea  o f  the  Arizona  Strip  port ion  o f  our  s tate .
?hl8  aletrcesea  ne  greatly  f o r  ecveral  rearone. P lease  coneleer
my poaltlon  on tne  9oeelDle  reduction  In usage  o f  th in  area .

Plretly, en  a Chino  Valley Torn Councilman,  I am acutely
aware of the alrc  conaltlon  0e the economy of our State. Our
cur rent  de f i c i t  18  vabvt. ana for  the short -term. almoat
lnsurmounta0le. Any reduction in the taxaflon  tDat  multlule-use
ha8 PrOVidea  in tne  part  ana that  coula  De provided  in  the  future
muAt g occur. AE  It  vi11  be another Dlov  to our state*6  income,
and  vi11  certelnly  further the burden on our cltlrenry.

secondly. 183  a Yorenslc  Consultant involved  in  the  Char les
KeAtlnc  matte r , I  a8  avare ,  ~8  perhaps you are, that  our  NAtiOn’
ovn flnanclal  voee  vi11  De  dea l t  a  acVA8tatin.g  blov  vben  the  FSLIC
Dllla  etart  a r r l v l n g . As recently 88 last evening. the new  from
o u r  Capitol  va0 “sOAd YY  LlpsB*  9roDaDly  1en.t  rblng  t o  b e  a
fulfllllng  9rom1se. AB  Y O U a r e  A  Peaeral  Employee .  I  f ee l  Y O U
BhOUld  be AE concernea  AB t urn raaaraing  the reauctlon  of I.P.9.
income that would  De Incurred 88  a result  of amenalng  the
mUltiDlB-"AC  Of the ArlfOnA  Strip. I feel  the U.S. And ArlZOnA
State CovernmentB  need all the tArADle  Income that cm De
LTeRCratBa  At this tlIBC, and thdt CedUCtiOOB  Of AnY Llnd Of inCOme
vlll  cer ta in ly  De  counter-productive.

Thirdly, f r om  an nletorlcel  aspect , mAny  famlllee  haVc  Dalea
the i r  llvelihooa  on thle  region. som?, lnclualng  my uncle.  Luther
Klte, helDed  to pioneer  the development of the lrlzona  strip. ana
~111 continue  t o  Dursue  their  lIfestylea. u n l e s s  their  gOAlA ark
tnvartea by  the clealree  of a few envlronmentAllAt.6. It  IA my

Page Tvo
ItBY 9. 1990

aeaire  to  eee  the  reg ion contro l led  enrlronmentally,  as our entire
planet  Enoula  De, but  not  to  protect  any area  to an extent
tantamount to  i ts  bein  cloietered.

PinallY. vltn  much  a em.311 psrcentace  o f  l and  ln Arizona
available  for  private  we. the Potential  reduct ion o f  such a00368
further8  the  l lmltat lon  Of Dr lva te  end  DUD110 InCOme.

P lease  allov  thoee  aeslrous  of  pursuing their  l ive l ihood ln
tne  Arizona  StrlD  t o  continue  t o  a0 00 D Y  eu99ortln.s  Alternative  i
o f  the  Dra f t  Ee8o”rCeE  Management  P lan for  the  Arizona  Strip
Dlatrlot. P lease  do  not  further  reatrlct  multl9le-we,  thereby
reducing employment  o f  our  vorkere.  rhlch  ~111  CertalnlY  reduce
the Income our  Governments  eo sore ly  need,  and 9orelbly  aaa  to our
We l f a re  Depar tment ’ s  DUraen.

Thank YOU for your conniaeretlon  of mY  vieva. I am

uames  L . l Johnkkle. J r .
Chino  Valley  TOYP CouncIlman
Porenelc  Document Analwt

JLBloIh
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nay 7 ,  1 9 9 0

M r . Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlana9cment
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Georpe, Utah 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

I  have  reviewed a copy of the Rcsourcc Managcm4nt  Plan.

$
There is little evidence  that these regulations must  br impossed
on an area-wide basis to protect any resource. We could more
properly rddrcss  the needs of this arca on a more specific
selective site basis. I  a l s o  feel  t h a t  any  deuelopm~ntal  p r o p o -
sals were  conspicuously lackinp.

The  collcctiu4 i m p a c t  o f  the  proposed management  prcscrip-
tions on multiple use  of this district will bc rubrtantial.  We
cannot  afford to make any  mistakrs. The  resources in the Arizona
Strip Region ar4 in4xpcndable. They arc obviously important to
the f inancial  well being of many  residents in the  surrounding
cormunities.

BY adaptin  alternative 4 from the  RwP, I  feel that these
resources will continur  to be available. Consider the needs of
us who would be 30 seriously affected by approving either
al tcrnat  iv* 2 or 3.

ThmK-you,

05-05

Mar  3 ,  1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Manapement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  G4or9r,  UT 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

A uarity of people hour a varity of needs. Th4 region of
the  Arizona Strip is used in different ways by many  dif ferent
peop14. To tic up such an cxccss of land into wilderness only
cater8  to the nreds  of on4 group of people.

Alternative 4 from th4 RFlP  draft would best meet  the needs
o f  manr  people. There ne4ds to be less emphasis on rccrrrtion
management, cspccially .primitiuc’  r*crcrtion. WC  nred t o  s h i f t
away from this typ4 of  single  us4 manapcmcnt. This area nccdr  to
remain open  to meet  the n44dr  of  the many  who us4 it, whrth4r  for
recreational use, or for their l ivelihood. Our public lands need
bc Q4ar4d tawrrds  multip14 us4.

When making the final dccissions  about this PeQion,  plcrs4
consider alternative 4. It wi 1 I meet  the needs of all pcoplc.

Sincerely,



05-06 05-07

M a r  4 ,  I990

Mr. Dennis  C u r t i s
BurQaU  Of Land t,anaQQ”Wnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St.  George, UT 84770

Dear  t l r .  Cur t i s

Congress  has CharQQd  the  ELM  wi th  wr i t ing  a Natural Resource
flanclgcmcn  t Plan. This plan is  Qxtrcmclr  important to myself  and
t o  my  f a m i l y . I t  has  an impact on mr  incan,.

e ’

$ WC  need  to USC  and prrcticc  good management when it deals
w i t h  multiple  USC  o f  o u r  p u b l i c  .lands. I d  thQ  p a s t ,  thQ  BLtl  h a s
been  rcsponsiuc  a n d  t h u s , the  norQ  rcrttiction  a n d  acrQs  t i e d  o r
locked up in rrmotencss  would bc dctrimrntal  to the  people in
t h i s  arca. Flftcr  c-paring  the  f o u r  altcrnrtiuos.  one  m u s t  thinK
w h i c h  i s  t h e  brrt  f o r  t h e  pcoplo  o f  this*arQa. I wou  Id supper  t
f i r s t  alternative  1 , a n d  my  second  choice  i s  alterntivc  4 .

Thank-you,

May 8, 1990

Dennis  C u r t i s
Surcau  o f  L a n d  ManagQmQnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  GQwQQ,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Dcnnisl

I  have  rcvi  cwcd  thQ  d r r f  t  o f  the  RQsourcQ  lianagcmcnt  P l a n
for the Arizona Strip. I t  SQQIIIS  t h a t  suddenly  thQrQ  i s  a b i g
scare  concerning prQsQrving  thQ  natural  brauty  of  this Qarth.
Thls  is  a Qood thinQ  bccausc  i t  has bQQn  abused  in many  ways  w i t h
many rduerrQ  affects to us i ts  inhabitants. Howcues-  , thQrQ  l rQ
limits to what WC  should do in thQ  l nvironmQnta1 II-Q=. WC hauc
w i l d e r n e s s  arQQs,  a n d  t o  t h i n k  that  i f  WC  d o n ’ t  dQsignotQ  certain
areas  a s  iuch  w i l l  lcrd  t o  Qxtinction  i s  far  fran  the  t r u t h .
Many  diffcrcnt  Qlrmcnts  lend  t o  whrthcr  an QrQa  w i l l  bc dQuQlopQd
or  remain remote.

I  s u p p o r t  AltQrnatiuQ  4  fran  the  d r a f t . To tic up 452,800
acres  in additional WildQrnQss  is not going to bcncfit  us in  this
area. WC  need  the  tax bQsQ  and the  cash f low that  th is  l r Q a
provides to USC  through its natural  rQsourcQ8. PI  QasQ  consi  dcr
the nQQdS  of us who drpQnd  on this arca  for our 1 ivQ1  ihood.
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Mar 9 ,  1990

Donnls  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Management
Ar izona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390 North  3050  East
St. G e o r g e ,  UT 84770

D e a r  M r .  C u r t i s

I  f ind  i t  necessary  to  take  the  t ime  to  wr i te  concern ing  my

T
o p i n i o n s  o n  t h e  ChanQeS  tha t  may  occur  in  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip
RegiOn.

W e  d e p e n d  o n  t h e  r e s o u r c e s  o n  t h e  A r i z o n a  S t r i p . T h e r e  i s
l i m i t e d  p r i v a t e  g r o u n d  a v a i l a b l e  t o  u s  i n  t h i s  a r e a . T h i s  b e i n g
the case, our  pr ivate Qrounds become even  more  va luab le  to  us.
Your  p lan  s ta ted  tha t  135  ranchers  have  permi ts  to  g raze  the i r
ca t t l e  on  the  s t r ip . These  g raz ing  pcrmi  ts  can ’ t  .iu%t b e
rep laced  because  somebody  wants  to  lock  the  ca t t l e  ou t  o f  the
S t r i p .

The people in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah depend on
t h i s  a r e a  f o r  m u c h  o f  t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  s e c u r i t y .  W e can ’ t  a f fo rd
to  lose  the  m inera l  and  t imber  r igh ts . Our  a rea  i s  a l ready  ha rd
pressed for employment opportunies and growth.

I  f ee l  very  s t rong ly  tha t  t i e ing  up  452 ,000  add i t iona l  ac res
i n t o  w i l d e r n e s s  w o u l d  hurt  t h e  o u t l y i n g  communities  g r e a t l y .  W e
cou ld  cont inue  to  rece ive  the  benef i ts  f rom th is  a rea  i f  A l te rna -
t i ve  4  were  adopted . This land must be used by many. Please
don’ t  take  i t  away  jus t  to  meet  the  needs  o f  a  few.

S incere ly ,

Kathrin  cmfts
P-0.  Box 509
~anab,  utdh  a4741

Hay  0,  1 9 9 0

Mr. D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Management
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390 North  3050  East
S t .  GearQC,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

At a  t ime  when  unemployment  i s  so  h i g h ,  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t h a t
W C d o  all  w e  c a n  t o  f i n d  o r  c r e a t e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r increased
employment. B Y  t i e i n g  u p  m o r e  o f  o u r  p u b l i c  l a n d s  i n t o  w i l d e r -
n e s s ,  WC are decreasing our chances for growth and an improved
economic base.

W e need to examine al  1 of the a1  tot-natives c l o s e l y b e f o r e
making t h e f i n a l  d e c i s i o n . We  need  to  take  in to account the
needs  W C wi l l  have  in  the  fu tu re  as  we l l  as  our  p resen t needs.
T h e s e  r e s o u r c e s  n e e d  t o  r e m a i n  o p e n  f o r  e x p l o r a t i o n  a n d  deuelop-
n-lent. The needs o f  t h e  p e o p l e  i n  t h e  s u r r o u n d i n g camwnities
s h o u l d  b e  o f  a  s e r i o u s  c o n c e r n . We are  the  ones  that w i l l  b e
a f f e c t e d .

Our  fu tu re  depends  on  these  resources . Al ternat ives  2  and 3
arc excessi  vc i n there demands. filternative  4  i s  m y cho ice
because we can cant  inue to  deve lop  these  resources a n d rece ive
benef i ts  now  and  in  the  fu tu re .
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May  9. 1990

Mr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land tlanaoement
Arizona strip  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
St. G e o r g e ,  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I am writing to encoura-x  the BLM to support Alternative I of
the Draft Resource tlanaaement  Plan for the Arizona Strip
District _

r:
Bttl is doing a good Job of mansaino  the Arizona Strip
D i s t r i c t . Federal lsu  does not require that 0Lt-I  change its
exirtino  nsnaoemnt  Practices. o& that it must review them.
The District certainly does not need to place  mot-e
restrict3ons  on multiple use.

"If it ain't broke, don’t fix it!’

0511

may 9. 1990

CC: U.S.  ReDtWsentatiVe  a0b stump

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau  o? Lend tlsnagcment
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah a1770

Dear Mr. curtio:

I am  writing to encourage  the BLtl  to swoort  Alternative 6 of
the Draft Resource llanagemcnt Plan for the Arizona Strip
District.

The ertms  in and around the Arizona Strip already has more
lend  devoted to national parks. recreation areas,  geme
prc*erves. wilderness sreas. wilderness study are*s.  etc..
than nearly sny other at-ear In the country! A large oortion
of the Strip such as the 265.000 acres of wilderness is
already off limits to multiple use. UC need to increase,
rather then  decrease ooportunities  for economic develoPrnent
in the region. Inoosing multiole restrictions on the use of
the rather limited remaining Public lands  to Promote
backDocking  or Protect scenic vistas is incon+istent  with the
continued viability  of our already isolated communities.

Sincerely.

cc: U.S. ReDreSentCtiVe  Bob StUmD
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8 May 1390

Mr. Dennis  Curtis
Bureau Of Land i'lanngermwrt
Clrizorsa  Strip District
390  Uorth  3 0 5 0  E a s t
S t  Gecwge. Utnh 84770

Dear Sit-r

I  w o u l d  like  t o  encourrgc  y o u  t o  s u p p o r t  t h e  4 t h  CIItrrnntivc
of the Draft Rcsuurcr  Management Plan for tho C\rizOnr  Strip
District.

I support s wide rrngw  Of use of thr Flrironr  strip ir*cluding,
mining. recreational and grazing use. I  feel  the  4 t h
Glttemrtivr  will allow thr btrrt  ovar all  USC of the  public
land  and  t h r  most people  will b e n e f i t  u n d e r  t h r t  alternative.

Please  don't take sny  more Of the publics lend away frwn the
majority Of the  public.

Very Truly Your-r,

16 ast  Mayor , Citv  Of Page,  Rrizons
P-0.  Box 907
Page, Fwizuna  66040

05-13

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N. 3050 East
St.  George, Utah 84770

rlelY 8.  1 9 9 0

I am writino to encourage the an  to SUDoOrt  Alternative 4 of
t h e  DraTt  R e s o u r c e  Ranaaemant  P l a n  tot-  t h e  A r i z o n a  Strio
District.

Communities in or near the  District arc relatively tar from
regional  economic hubs. A s  a consesuence. they  m u s t  largely
deoend  it?  local  indUStrY and the OOntinUatfOn  Of mUltiFIle  use
o?  BLPl  administered DUbliC land to sustain theIf-  economic
bare. In the last several wars. however.  maw  local
industries such as mining and ranching have been operating on
the margin. Increased  BLtl  r e g u l a t i o n  t h a t  f u r t h e r  restricts
the opoortunitics  for commercial activities should occur only
uhere  s~ecitic  cirCUm5tanCaS  clearlv demand such  raCIUlatiOn.

Sincerely,

&J&d. -
Carla R. Corn

cc: u. S .  Reoresentative  B o b  Stumo
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Mar 10, 1990 Hay 10, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Ur. Curtis:

I have been of the opinion that part of the BLM’r respon-
sibil i ties is to see that our public lands are not monopolized by
any particular group of people. This means that they not only
need to be intouch  with the needs of the naturalists, but they
need to be aware of the needs of those who use the land to
provide for their l iving. To help meet the needs of all these
people, the only solution is to let  are public lands be used for
a variety of things. Proper management is the ker  to success in
this area.

Al tcrnat  i we  4 fra the t?HP  draft would best meet the needs
of many people. There needs to be less emphasis on recreation
management, especially ‘primitive’ recreation. We need to shift
away from this type of single use management. This area needs to
remain open to meet the needs of the many who use it, whether for
rccreat  ional  use, or for their l ivelihood. Our pub1  ic 1 ands need
be  geared towards multiple use.

When making the final decissions  about this-region, please
consider al tcrnatiue  4. It wi 11 meet the needs of all people.

Sincerely,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84741

Dear Mr.  Curtisr

LivinQ in Southern Utah and North FIrizona  is quite an
l xperi*nce. The canmunitics  are surrounded by a beautiful
environment and clean air. I’m sure the people want it to reamin
in this state. It is up to us to help protect it.

I feel that we should have a balance in all things. we are
surrounded by national parks, recreation areas, game preserves,
wilderness area, state parks and wilderness study  areas. I fee?
that we have tied enough into wilderness. We need to now start
lookinp  into develOpinQ  our natural  resources. Wr need to
practice and support our multiple use practices. We don’t need
additional 1 ands 1 ocked up for ‘remoteness’.

After studying the Arizona Strip District Resource
Wanagement  Plan, I feel that Alternative 1 is in the best
interest and al ternat  ive 4 is second best.

Sincerely,
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April  30, 1990

nr. Dcnn  i s Curt i s
BUI-Q~U  o f  L a n d  ManaQQmQnt[
Ar izona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  Gcrogc.  Utah 84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

Federal law  mandatQS  that you must Qxaminc  your managcmcn  t

<
practicQs.

1, Af  tQr rcadi  ng the  d r a f t  RQSOU~C~  blana.gcmcnt  P l a n f o r thQ
% A r i z o n a  S t r i p D i s t r i c t , I  f o u n d  thQrQ  W e r e  4  a l  tQrnatiuQs  PQ-

uiQwQd. The  1st  aItQrnativQ  i s  t o  remain  s t a t u s  q u o .  tiart  o f  us
feel  status quo is not good. fhc OthQr  al tcrnatiucs  o f f e r  l o c k -
ing up additional areas into drsignatcd  Wi  ldcrncsr.

Why not 1 OOY a t  t a k i n g  sunQ  o f  thQ  2 6 5 , 0 0 0  acrQs out of I
WitdQrnQSS? I fai  led  to even  SQQ  such a prOpOSa1. Why  must UC  1 1.
continuQ  doWn the path of designating additional 1 ands in to I

See comment response 05-46-01.

wi ldcrncss. I would like  to SQQ  65,000 acres  reteased  frIXII the  ’
prrsent w i l d e r n e s s  dcsignatcd  arQa. If  you  l rQ truly examining
YOU  r managQmQnt  practicQs, thrn  YW  shout  d t a k e  a  l o o k  a t thQ
t o t a l  package. iAt8 rQViQW  thQ  WhOlQ  arQa  a n d  Submit  a  prOpOSa1
t0  dQlQtQ  some  Of  thQ  l CrQs that are now IOCkQd  up into  wi lder -
ness.

I don’t fcci  Y O U  arc short  sited, b u t  I  feel  Y O U  intcntio-
nally fwQOt t o  Qxaminc  t h e  whole  PiCtUrQ. D o n ’ t  t i c  u p any
addi  tianal  l a n d s .

SincQrQly,

q.iGa=ee
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M&Y  3, 1990

Denn  i s Curt i s
Bureau o f  L*nd tl*nag.m.nt
Arizona Strip District
390  N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

De*r Mr. Dennis,

The *u*i  1  l bl i ty of priv*te I*nd is 1 imi ted because of the
grert a-noun  t of federally md  Indi*n  owned lands in OUI- *r.*.
These f.d.r*l  l nd Indian lands *re l ssentirlly closed to commer-
ci*l  development. B.c*us.  o f  t h i s , we  h*v. becan.  dependrnt  o n

-5
the us. of sane of these 1 rnds  to support us in this *r.*.

P
Our publ ic lrnds need to be m*d. l u*i l*bl. to meet the needs

o f  m*ny. We need to ensure the our c*ttl.  will continue to h*u.
lrnd to gr*z. on, *nd thrt  the n*tur*l resources r.m*in  l v*il*bl.
to prouid. economic*1  ly for  nmy. Our existence in this *re*
is dependent upon these conditions.

After reuicwinp the MP for the Arizon*  Strip I support
Al t.rn*t  iv. 4. We must n o t  10s. *cc.ss  t o these import*nt
resources.

Th*nK  you,

April  30, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bure*u of Land Management
Aritonr Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT a4770

Mr. Curtis

In order to *chieu.  * b*l*nc. in lrnd urrq.  on the Arisen*
Strip, I  feel  thrt  the *doption  of  Alt.rn*tiv. 4 f rom the
Resource H*n*gem.nt  dr*ft is essential.

Mrintrininp  l proper b*l*nce  in l ll thing% seems  to be In
lmpossi bl l goal . Multiple Us. m*n*Qwn.nt needs to hrve Qreater
considcrrtion in the m*n*Q.ment  md  plrnninp of the Strip.
Mu1 t tpl.  us. doer no m.*n every us. on every *cr.. I t  nrms *
broad rmpe  of uses l r. m*n*g.d  for l nd approued. I t  cert*inly
does not mern  ‘remoteness’ l nd ‘natur*lncss’  need h*u.  such h.*uy
consideration *cross the entire *r.*.

All l r.*s of us*gr  must be considered. Not just the usea~.
for  Recrert  ional  resources. The N*tur*l  Resources l u*i l*blc  to
us need to be equal ly considered.

Sincerely,



0519

Hay 9, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau o f  Land tlsnagcment
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear tlr.  C u r t i s :

I  am  troubled by the  F?lP’s understating of the colicctivr

<
impact of multiple designations on multiple use. This is

z
particularr  true  throughout the ‘Guideline Arcr  6’. TlWW
designations are not specifically identified thus making it

N diff icult  to rvalurtc their impact.

Thcsc restrictions impose substantial costs for public land
users and potential public land users. They cl iminrte
opportunities to take maximum advantage of the resources  of the
District. Chapter  IV  of  the RnP aamincs  Imp&cts  only in the
c o n t e x t  o f  a single P*COUFCC.

Bccausr 1 fret that the collcctivr  impacts of such rrpula-
tions  is not identified or is dramrticallv understated throughout
the  RMP I cannot support l lternatiucs 2 or 3.
al tcrnatlvc 4 .

I  am  in support of

Thank YOU,

05-20

tiaY  3 ,  1990

Dannir  Curtis
Bur*au  Of Land  tlrnagcncnt
6rirona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Gc~rge.  UT  84770

0-w  Mr. Curtirl

I am  awam  that you are examining  the Arizona Strip Region
t o  dctrrminr i f  some  chanpcs  we nccdcd. CIlthough  I am not fully
awar.  of all  l spmcts of the R*rourcc  flanrormont  Plan draft, 1  am
concemcd  that row desires lean  towards setting aside  more land
f o r  rccrrational  us*, and more soecif icallr  tcwards  the uildcrnrrs
type  of  recreation.

i?ccr*rtion i s  great. I think W.  need  to all  get  out and
rnjor  th*  beauties of this earth  and just rclrx  and Dct away froln
i t  all, but the hard reality  is that we need  this aria  to provide
for thr economical  nerds  of the people  In our  camnuniti*r. kc-
reation  and economical use can exist together. Proper  managrnnnt
im the key to this OUECCM.

Altrrnatiw  4 will help lead  us in this diwction. Pl *as*
consider all  our needs  when  thrsc  decisions we mad*.
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Dar10  L. Esplin
33 North 500 East
St .  George  U tah  84770

t-lay  1,  1 6 9 0

0522

M a y  2 ,  1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curt i s
Bureau of Land Mmagement
c4rizona  S t r i p  District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
S t .  Gcorpc.  Utah  84770

Dcrr H r .  C u r t i s

T
The Resource Hrnagcment Plan draft for the Ar izona Str ip

Ca”SCs mc great c o n c e r n . I f  A l  tcmatiuts 2  OF 3  arc adopted.  w e

f
could be severly  affected by these changer.

OUr  CotIWWnitY  is relatiUely  far  frm  reQiOnr1  l concmic hubs.
es  l conscq�~ncc, ww  must  largely depend  on IocaI  industry and on
the  continuation  o f  m u l t i p l e  u s e  o f  BLH  rdninistered  p u b l i c  land
to sustain  our economic base. In the last  several  years,  how-
um-, many local industries such as  mining and ranchinp  hauc  been
oprrrting  on the margin.

Increoscd  BLH  regulation that further restr icts the opportu-
nit ies for  conunercial  activit ies should occur only where specif ic
circumstances clearly demand such regulation. I do not see a
need to make any  mrjor  changes  at  this t ioe. Thus, I  support
Alternative 4 as  the best choice to make. BY  SO  doing,  these
public lands would sti l l  be able  provide this Important economic
base that we need so badly in this area at this t ime.

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  o f  L a n d  timagement
Arizonr  Str ip  D ist r ict
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
ST.  George,  W  8477O*

-  L%++h-d

After  studyinp  the Clrizona  Str ip  Distr ict  Resource MPnrQement
PI  ans, I  strongly support  Alternrtiue  4.

We arc  surrounded by wildernrss. It  seems that  W C  are alwars
tryinp  to protect our rights  to multiple use of our federal
1 ands. We are  either locked up by wilderness designation, or by
the ACEC’s  area. We need to increase opportunities for economic
development, not continue to lock lands up frae  further deuelop-
m,nt. We do not need additional restrictions.

Fit  this point  in t ime, I  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  ELM  has  done  a  f a i r l y  good
job of managinp  the Arizona Strip Area. If 1 chanpc  has t o  b e
made  f o r  Change  sake, then decrease the amount of land  that  ha8  t o
be deripnated  wi  ldcrnrss.

Sincerely,
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May  8 .  1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Manag*m*nt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  George,  U T  84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

It is vitally important for mc  to mrlcc canrnt  on the Arizona

$
Strip District Rcsourcc Managcmcnt  Plan.

I  have  toured th* wea  arount  the ‘Arizona Strip’  and found that
multiple us* can and dots l xist harmoniously. I  hau* tow-cd the
ar*a  where rrclamation  has been canplctcd  on the uranium site
locations. Energy  Furls should br comncnded  for  th* fine  job  of
replacing the land to its primitive state.

I do not wish to see  additional regulations from 8Ltl. Remoteness
will exist because of Its location, lack of population, and IacK
of roads which l r* cith*r paved or have l asy access.

I  feel  that Al tot-native 1 or 4 are in thr  best int*rest of
l v*ryonc concerned.

Sinccrcly,

0524

Mar  7, 1990

Mr. Denn i 5. Curt i s
Bureau  of Land ManrQement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Gcorpc, UT 84770

Dear H r .  Curtisx

It  seems that WC are continuously r*c*iuinp more povcrnmcnt
regulation. I t  cam* as no surprise  to mc  that the 8Lti  desires  to
place mar*  regulations on the us* of  wr public lands.

The  rcsi  dents in this ar*a deptnd heavily on what 1 i ttlc
public land is available for multiple USC. In our area much of
this pub1  i c 1 and is *ither within an Indian reservation, or
dcsipnatcd for  sun* form of  r*strictiu*  management  by BLIP, th*
Forest  Scrvicc, or the  National Park S*rulcc.

WC  can’t afford to 1 osc  morc  of our pub1  i c 1 ands bccruse of
the restrictions that uould  b* placed upon it  i f  rltcrnativcr  2
o r  3 w*re adopted f r a  the Resource ManaQWrWnt  P l a n  d r a f t  o f the
Arizona Strip Region. 6,causc the results of such chm-s would
have  an l dvcrrr affect  on those in this area,  I would advise  that
the  BLti  adopt Alt*rnatiu*  4.
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Mar 7. 1990

05-26

nay  7, 1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land tianrgcmcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050 E
S t .  George,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s ;

1 a p p r e c i a t e  the  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c - n t  o n  the  BL?l  D r a f t  o f the
Resource Manrgement  Plan on the  Arizona StriP  D is t r ic t .

I do not feel  that  rnouph  emphasis has  been  placed upon multiple
“SC. I do not feel  that  l VCPY acre  should be multiple use, but
that  w i t h  proper  nmagcmcnt ,  a better  alternative  would be in tht
b e s t  interest  o f  the  l a n d , the  cattlemen, the  natural r’C*OUPCC
PCOP1  l I and the  t  imbcr  people. WC  nerd  to emphasis mult iple use
and let  rtmotenrrs  exist because of its  location. I do not think
W C need  addit ional  restr ict ions, b u t  feel  that  the  p r e s e n t  SLtl
leadership wi l l  continue  to do a good job mana.plnp  the  D is t r ic t .

L*t’c keep thr atti  tudr t h a t  we  m u s t  hauc  a balrnrc  o f aI 1
things. Thus, don’t tie  the  hands Of ELM  staff  by Qiui”Q t h e m
addit ional  restr ict ions to t ry  to  enforce. All  o f  us  care  a b o u t
our  environment, and it  must remain  a t ram ef fort .

I support altrrnatiur  4.

Sincerely,

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tianagencnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N. 3050 E.
S t .  G*oI-pc,  UT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear tlr. Curtis:

I don’t agree  with the preferred  l ltrrnativc listed  in thr
Reraurcc  Hanagwncnt  Plan  for  the firirona  St r ip  Region. This  area
can be  used  by many different people  for many different purposes.
T O think that we  can’t share  th is  land  and make it available  t o
s.ucra,  people  seems  shwtriphted  t o  II)*.

W i th in the imncdiata  repion, literally  mil l ions of &Zl-CI
hrw  already  brcn  wstrictcd  i n  one  way  o r  mother  fran  cOmPrti”9
uses  t o  prcmote  backcountry  recreatio”. I don’t frcl  that anyone
has the author ity to make  a decision 1% swious  as th is that
could ca”sC  SO much hardship to the people  i n the outlying
comnunl  tirs.

This  region  needs  to br  kept l uailrblr for multiple usa.  We
do”’ t need  to restrict  I t  f rom all  other resources  Just  t0 hau*
I and available for backpacking. Effective nanaement is the

not tieing  up more  of our  pub1  ic  land
I support al t*rnrti.ue  4.
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nay 9, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land tlanagemcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis

I  real  ixc  that it is ~CCCSSWY  for  the  BLH to reexamine the
Arizona Strip District in accordance with fcdcrrl  regulation.
This is definrtly  not an easy task, and it is impossible to mrkr  a
‘prrftct’ evaluation. No two people would approach this task from
the su”c angle.

T
I  feeI  that there LPC many things that have  not been  taken  into
account when the  draft of the  Resource Hanagcmcnt  Plan for the

:
Arizona Strip was created. Huch  of this area has been  lumped  to-

0, gcthcr. You need  to specifically analyze  each sit*. More
analysis is “ecessary before  the  these decisions can  bc made.

1 don’t  feel  that the rddi tional  regulations that are called  for
are necessary. Their  impact would affect an entire  area,  and
would crtegoricrlly  eliminate or impede  other  public uses. This
is not efficient use  of our resources or good public land manage-
ment policy. Indeed, elimination of categories  of uses on a”
area-wide basis without replrd  for  the compatibil ity of a spcci-
fit  proposed use  and the  protected rcsourcc,  does  not fulf i l l
&H’s obligrtion t o  manage  f o r  multlplc  use.

Alternative 4 would be  the  best method for manageincnt  of this
.I-.*.

Thank  YOU,

Hay  9. 1990

nr . Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis8

WC arc surrounded by either stat, or federal lands. w* a&P,
restricted by our activity on this land. We have 1 imi ted private
land and an abundance of federal  restrictions imposed throughout
the region. The more  rcstrlctlons, the more  diff icult it  becomes
for us to survive cconcmicrlly. WC nerd  to rl low the SLH to
continue to have the flexibil ity to manage the firizoor Strip
District.

&ZCOrdi”Q to the draft  of  the Resource Manapcmrnt Plan on
the  Clrizona  S t r i p , much of the  I and proposed for rddi t ional
rrstrictiw managwnent  are the rune l a n d s  w h i c h  were recently
studied and released  from wilderness dcsipnation. Congr*rs
decided that these lands  should be returned to multiple use  and
yet now these rune acres are being considered for restrictive
management . It-  is strange that just a few  years ape  this same
process took  plac*.

1 feel  that l ltrrnatiuc 4 is the best choici.

Sincerely,
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thy  5. 1990

OS-30

Mar  6, 1990

tlr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear tlr. Curtis:

The impact that locking away 452.800 acres inrddition  to
the already 9%  of  the firizono  Strip that is already  deriganted  as
wilderness could be more than this camnunitr  can bear.

T
This area is needed for it Qraring  riphts. Cat 11 cmcn depend

on this location for their l ivelihood. Seueral people have
transfered  into our area just for the emplovlncnt  that opening  up
this area to mineral uscage  has provided. We cannot afford to lose
all  of this! The people of Southern Utah and Northern Arizona
depend on it for their economical strbil itr.

Of the alternatives l uailable in the FUIP  draft, I support
a.1  tcrnat  i V* 4.

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlanrgcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. GeOrQe,  LIT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The Resource tlrnrgement  Plan draft for the Arizona Strip
seems very onesided  in its apparent desire to designate addition
acres into wi ldcrness.

I am against alternatives 2 and 3. We can’t afford to
lose this much rddltional  land to wilderness. I do support
al ternat  iue 4 as long as l uerr effort is made to see that access
remains to the resources this region holds.

Please consider my view when this issue is settled.

Thank YOU,
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nay  I ,  1 9 9 0

tlr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 North 3050  East
S t .  George,  Utah 84770

Dear  Fir.  C u r t i s

The  Resource Management Plan  draft  for  the  Llrizonr  S t r i p
CaUsCs  m*  great  co”cCr”. I f  Al tcrnrtivcs  2 or 3 arc  adopted,  we
could be s~ucrlr  affected by thcsc  changes.

Our  canmunity  i s  relatively  far fra regional economic hubs.
As  a consequence, W C  must  largely  depend on local industry and on

$ the continuation  of multiple  use of BLH administered public lrnd

p’
t o  sustain  our cconalc base. I n  the last several  YCICS, hart-

a,
VIP,  many  local Industries such as mininQ  and ranching have  been
o p e r a t i n g  o n  t h e  m a r g i n .

Increased BLH  rrgulrtion  that  further  restr icts  the  opportu-
nities for c-rclal  activities should  occur only where  specif ic
circumstances  clearly  demand such regulation. I do not see  a
need  t o  m&e  any  major  charqvs  a t  t h i s  time. Thus, I support
A\ ternat  i v c  4  as  the  best  choice  t o  raKc. B Y  C O  boi”Q,  there
public lands would still be able provide this important  economic
base  that  W C  need  so badly  in  th is  arca  at  this  t ime.

Sincerely,

0532

Apru 27.1990

DenrIm  C u r t i s
Arimna  Strip  D&t&%  BLM
390North3050East
%.Gemgc.uf  84770

Mr. curtrs:
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n a y  4 ,  1 9 9 0

Ml-. Dennis Curt is
bureau  Of Land nanagement
erizona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I  am  worried about your  apparent desire to add more acreage
t o the already  excessive land already so d e s i g n a t e d .  To tu rn
product i vc land into wilderness is not always the best thinq  for

-5
that  land  or  i ts  inhabitants.

z
The Resource Management Plan draft seems to overempasize  the

(D need f o r  m o r e ui  1 derness *Pea. W i t h s u c h  a n emphasis on
remoteness, wild1  i f e  ma.y  s u f f e r . The Arizona  Str ip  provides only
l imited habitat  without water and r*nQe improvements. Without
developed tanks and guzzlers, few animals could survive the harsh
conditions. Roads and trai ls need  to be maintained and perhaps
at times opened to allow access for management l ctiui ties.

We need to keep these lands open for the pood  of all. I
feel that adapting alternative 4 is  the way f o r  us t o  r e c e i v e
the best overall  use of the firizona  St r ip  D is t r ic t .

05-34

Five County Association of Governments

smmlwTm bT*n

play  7 ,  1 9 9 0

Hr. Dennis Curtis, Team Leader
Arizona Strip RHP
3 9 0  N o r t h  3 0 5 0  East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Dennis:

The staff of the Five County AcsOCiation  of Goverrdaents  haa
reviewed the Draft Arizona Strip EIS/RUP. we feel that your staff
has made a gocd effort in identifying concerns for the future of
the area.

It is evident that the raost direct affects of the RRP/EIS  will be
to camnunities  outside of our furisdict~oan  such as Page and
Colorado City, Arizona. our jurisdiction will bs most affected
hy indirect results of land management decisions.

An analysis of the proposed  alternatives shows that these indirect
affects vi11  be minimal except for the statement on page S-5 vhich
states that "Roads not needed for resource management or which
contribute to resource  damage will be closed". We would hope that
local officials and affected landowners arc consulted prior to any
such closure. A unilateral  closure without such consultation would
be poor judgment.

The broader issue of tbe designation of special management areas is
a mOre difficult one. We agree that specific res*urce  values must
be addressed, hut the setting aside of 44:,210 acres in such
special management areas may be excessive.

In order to allow local cummmities  to have the greatest latitude
in future development possibilities, we would favor the adoption of
Alternative 4.

Thank you for the opportunity to comeexit.

Sincerely, -

Kenneth L. Siremore%irector
Conmwnity  and Econckc Development

KLS:dl
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Hay  4, 1990 Mar 3, 1990

Dennis  Curtis
Bureau of Land tlanagement
Arizona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear tlr Curtis:

$
I have reviewed the Resource Management Plan draft for the

Arizona Strip. I support al ternatiue  4 as the best one to adopt
to meet the needs of the people in this area.

This lend  is an important source of employment to us in this
area. There should be some emphasis places on l long-term users.
There should be sane  thought to providing incentives to keep them
involved as tools for management. This is the most rel  ioble

method of insurino lono term upward trends  in ranoe and resource

Dennis Curtie
Bureau of Land Hanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, Ut 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I have reviewed the draft of the Resource Management Plan
for the Flrizona  Strip and  1 am In support of Al ternrtiue 41
however, I feel some changes could be made to better manage
recreational uses of this area in exception of Wilderness areas
and  Dcvel opcd Campgrounds.

condition. LOnQ  term,- resourc; useage w i l l  contiiue  t o  prouided
the much needed Jobs. and  tax base for our communities. 2

rccrea
It is not n*c*ssary  to ti* up an excessive amount of acerage

into wilderness. Wi 1  derness areas naturally exist because of
conditions of nature. 1 d o n ’ t  f e e l  t h e r e  i s  any shortage  o f
‘rcmoten*sr’ on the Arizona Strip.

3
Virgin

. Alternative 4 designates only ‘A’ areas for l wtensiue
.tion. No ‘6’  areas would be dcsignrted.

. We should confine Visual Resource flanrgement to the
River Gorge and Wilderness Areas.

Sincerely,

fA.&  A&
d

‘dL2

4. CIltenatiue  4 should be changed for Off Highway Vehicle
management

We should manage for extensive recreation in the Mount
area with no further dcriQnrtions or restrictions.

I hope you wi 11 consider these ideas when the final
decisions are made concerning future useage of the Arizona Strip
District.
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war  2, 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Urnrgcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Qcorgc, Utah 84770

Dear llr. Curtis:

As * resident of Southern Utah, my  g r e a t e s t concern af tcr
reviewing the Resource tlanagwncnt  Plan for the firizona  Strip is
that sane important employment opportunities could be  taken LW&Y

T
from US. This concerns me  because  f inding good, steady emplor-
mcnt in our *rca  is a monumental task. It is obvious that our

G area needs to trKc steps  to provide employment opportunities for
-L its residents.

Rrmou  i ng these lands fran WY constructive use adds prcatcr
limitations to those that arcrdy  exist. I om  concerned that if
this area doesn’t remain  open for future use and drvclopmcnt,  my
family may hauc  to relocate.

I am definitely against filternatives 2 L 3 because ticing u p
452,800 acres into wilderness could be very costly to UI, the
local citizens. I support al tcrnative  4. Keeping this r e g i o n
open for commercial use  is the  only  logical aIternatiue.

Sincerely,

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Managcmcnt
FIRizonr  Strip District
390 N. 3050 E.
St. G~oPQ~,  Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

1 have reviewed I copy o f  the Resource Hanrgcmn  t Plan
drrf t for the Arizona Strip. I  wn  concerned Chat the BLM has
gone overboard in its desire  to protect this area.

fireas  of Crit ical Enuironmentrl  Concern designations should
be 1  imitcd to th+ smallest area necesary  to protect a resource.
The fWP  h a s  n o t done that. The  BLM s h o u l d  reevaluate the
proposed ACECs  to dcterminr  whether restrictions on the entire
areas  proposed arc necessary.

6s the Altrrnatiues  stand, I  support alternative 4, however
a review  of this matter is in order.

Sinccrly,
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nay 3. 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

It seems  that the government only I istcns  to small number of

T
people when they make the many important decisions that need to
bc made. Maybe  it bccaurr  the majority don’t take the time to
voice their concerns and opinions. Apathy is a great problem in
OUP society today.

To tic up so many additional acres  into wilderness is not
poing  to meet  the needs of thr majority. Not only do these lands
provide  f o r  rmcreationrl  USC, but they  also  provide an economic
base for many people. This area  is hard pressed for 9ood year
around cmpl ormcnt. Tourism is good for sane, but it can’t
provide for all. To take the opportunity away for the people.  in
Northern Arizona and Southern Utah to expand and grow would cause
a gr*at  rconaical  s t r a i n .

I support Alternative 4 of the Resource Management Plan for
the Arizona Strip Region. I  hope  you'll  take  my views into
consideration when this declslon  is made.

nay  3, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hanrgemcn  t
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear  fir.  C u r t i s :

I have reviewed a copy of  the Resource Managrmrnt Plan for
the Arizona Strip. The  8Lti  currently possesses authority to
cart-rout or ha1 t any proposed act ion. When deal ing with threr-
tcncd or endangered species, al 1 federal agencies must protect
them, thus ACEC’s are not needed.

I am in support of a1  tcrnatiue  4 of the RflP,  hmeurr  ,  the
cndangcrcd  specie8 act already  mandates actions which may affect
an endangered spec its. Brcausc of this, some changes in this
alternative mar  be in order.

Sinccr*ly,

Q&L
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.-..  - __._.___ . _ . .--_.  -
:he a r e a  t h a t  a r e  s t i  11 open  t o  ini
jet-  picture of a region which is
lltiple  use. There is no rhortagc
, when looking for a wilderness e)

ternat  iue  4. It seems to be bcsi
re many who use this area.

mar 3 .  1 9 9 0

firitona  Strip Dirt
3 9 0  North 3050 Ea
St. Qcorgc, U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear tir.  Curtis:

the  only way we will ever have wilderness is
such rccmr si”l  !Y t0 me. Millions of *crcs

hsvc already been  restricted in one way or another from competing
uses to promote backcountry rrcrert  ion. Natural conditions, land
owncrsh i p, existing federal regulation rnd the lack of  demand  for
any commercial development •~SUPC  that the  basic character o f  the
entire  Arizona Strip region  is, and throughout the 1%year  plrn-
ning crcl*  will remain, -remote’.

The  Resource Management Plan focuses narrowly on the  oniY
public lands in the area that are stil l  open to multiple us* and
ignores the broader picture of a region  which is largely &lrrrdY
withdrawn from multiple use. There is no shortage  of land to
explore  and enjoy when looking for a wilderness experience.

I support Alternative 4. It seems  to be best able to meet
the demands of the many who use  this area.

Thank you,

r-lay  1 ,  1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land ManaQemrnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  N o r t h  3 0 5 0  E a s t
S t .  G e o r g e ,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

M r . Curtis

I  d o  n o t  feel  t h a t  the Rcrource  mrnagcmrnt PIan d r a f t  f o r  t h e
Arizona Strip Area establishes the need  for additional management
restrictions. The  impact of managrment  restrictions on multiple
use  could bc substantial. Little  evidence shows that such
restrictions must be imposed to protect any  resOurc*.

Many  of  the values  thrt ELM srrks to protect arc already directly
protected by federal wild1 ifc , cultural resources  or surface
management 1 l ws. Why inflict us with more  restrictions, and
r*gulations? This District nerds  to bc left  upon to several
“CCS, not just l imited to one. We hauc  seen  that Rrcrcatlonrl
cnjormtnt  can exist in unison with harucsting  the mineral and
t imbcr resources. Alternatiuc 4 is my  choice to best leave these
public lands as a multiple us* area.

Thank YOU
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Hay  5, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land t-lanrgomcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT a4770

Hr. Curtis

I hruq reviewed a copy of the  Resource Management Plan draft for

c-
the Ar i zone Strip. I think that it f a i l s  t o Qiw adequate
attention to the mineral potential of the  District. It states
that thr hard rock mineral  potential of the District  is hiph,  and
that earninps  fra  cmplonnent i n  the  l o c a l  m i n i n g i ndustrr is
hi Qhcr than any other  source of cmplonnrnt, It  further states
that reclamation of mines in this District has been succ*ssfull.
l-low*vtr, the  BLM fails to mrximizc  the opportunity of the public
t o  explore for and develop  the  District ’s signif icant mi nerrl
PCSOUI-ECS.

Why would the BLtf want  to tic up such a hUQe
rrpion and its rcsourccs  by deripnatinp  it as :yf:&.o:? ‘“l!JS
h&v, seen  pod  Pesults  out on the strip, don’t  thcr count for
something?

I could support alternative 4 fran  this draft i f  it  were  adopted;
however, we  need  to bc certain that thcsc  PCSIOUI-ccs  arc not tied
up, and  remain available  for  exploration  and future dcoclopment.

Thank you
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OIKA--csmrwl-
462UAtU-&&lcanyOnR!l
San  Di.  CA 92120

Nay 1, 1990

Dennis Curtis
BIJ4
Arizona Strip District
390 North 350 East
St. Ceorqe,  UT 84770

RE:  Arizona Strip District Resource Hanagement  Plan
FROM:  outdoor Recreation Coalition of America

ORCA (outdoor Recreation Coalition of America) has a number
of cmmentb  on the Arizone Strip District Management Plan. These
comments reflect the view of thoORCA  membership. ORCA is atrade
organizatfonthatrepresentE  outdoor companies having salesvell
in excess of a billion dollars. I have m-closed an ORCA brochure
for you. If you vould likm more information about ORCA please
contact me. ORCA  couents  are as follow%:

1. Thaoverallplandoc8notadaguatolyprovidc  for non-notarized
recreational activities.

2. The Parashant Csnyon are* should receive the ACEC
classification.

3. Both  the Lake Head recreation area and the Grand Canyon
recreation area, which border the Parashant Cenyon area, are
managed in a way that is consistent with the ACEC.  In addition,
Pararhant Canyon and the surrounding area represent truly
outstanding, scenic and environmentally sensitive areas.

4. The quietness is one of the Significant benefits Of this
region. Rase line noise levels need to be established throughout
the Strip.

5. Signage  on Arizona strip roads is inadequate and at tines
completelymisleading. Adequatesignage  and removalofmisleadinq
signage  should be part of the plan.

6. The recreation data is inaccurate in some  cases. In particular
the non-motorized visitation for Kanab Canyon is off bye factor
of at least 10. Hot5  (National Outdoor Leadership School) 1 1. T h e  r e c r e a t i o n  d a t a  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  R M P  i s  b a s e d  o n  B L M  i n - h o u s e  s o u r c e s ,  NCLS
accounts fcr  1/z the visits for the year and all of the visitor activities as a permitted operation have been a recent occurrence and at the time
hours. Using data from the  mining CorPpany  as your source for Table III-24 was developed, these were accurate figures for the Kanab Creek area.

NOLS  use of this area has increased since that time. Assistance from CRCA
members as volunteers would be welcomed by the BLM.
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visits clearly is inadequate. In the future, ORCA could help you
establish a better data base through our members (which include a
number of retail stores in CO, WY, UT and NM).

7. Recreational use of the Lower Paria is being significantly
limited. The quality of the recreational experience is being
destroyed by grazing. We hear numerous complaints from outdoor
enthusiasts about grazing in the Lower  Paria.

8. The Perry Swale  Airport is not needed and would cause
significant environmental damage to the surrounding areas: in
particular, the Colorado River upriver from Lee's  Ferry and the
Paris  Canyon.

9. We are against any road closures where those roads lead to
trailheads or routes. An example of the kind of closure that
gives us concern is at the top of Rider Canyon. There is a hiking
route into Rider that will get more use in the future. Roads

-e leading to this route should not be closed.
L

%
10. Overall, we support alternative #3 rather than alternative 12
with the exception of the area bordering Harble Canyon. In the
harble Canyon area, Alternative #2 would be preferred. The
solitude. remoteness, and beauty of the Arizona Strip area are
unique. Alternative 12 does not adequately protect these
characteristics for future generations.

Please include me on any further maillngs.  We would be interested
in assis,t,ing  you in the future.

I _

Al Gun&r
Vice President, ORCA
c/o summit sports

P.O. Box 3516
Boulder, CO 80307
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Scott Goulding
Orderville City Mayor
Orderville, UT 84758

May 1, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Arizona Strip District BLM
350 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Please accept this letter on behalf of the people of
Orderville, UT. Many doubts surface after reviewing the
draft RMP for the Arizona Strip.

-5
G-4

The preferred  alternative is Often COnfUSing  and mi.Sleading.
In one place it states that pondersoa pine would not be

+ harvested under this alternative and that economic benefits 1
would be forgone, yet elsewhere in the alternative it eludes
to the idea that some timber management (with harvests) could
take place. This contridiction  and the heavy emphasis on
remoteness are alarming.

Many people from our area rely on the resources of the
Arizona Strip. We support sound management practices such as
livestock grazing, mineral development, recreation, watershed
protection and other legitimate uses of the public lands. We
do not support wilderness or proposals which exclude us from
the land.

More and more the local area is subjected to the effects of
preservation. There is a constant battle with wilderness
proponents. We were once led to believe that wilderness
would be an environmental investment and an economic plus.
Now the eliidence  points just the opposite direction.
Wilderness areas become breeding grounds for insect and
deseases and the effects on our economy have been negative.

We need a change of pace. The final P.MP  should be more
oriented at providing direction to improve and enhance rather
than "preserve" or lock up.

The Arizona Strip is remote without being declared or managed
for it. There is a need to have access to the area rather
than planning to furhter promote problems for wise land

1. The explanation of the planned forest management program has been rewritten for
clarification. See text change on page II-20 and Appendix 30.
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managenenr  . Access to the resource is the key to doing the
right job.

One of your district wide  objectives is to "balance use and
conservation of renewable  resources to provide sustained, .R*  (emphasis added) . To meet objectives luch as
this requires active "hands on" monitoring, evaluation, and
act Ior..

t4y understanding is that the BLM currently has the ability tc
do what needs to be done or to "protect" special status
species or areas. The draft IMP tightens  your ability to
function effectively. Government agencies do not need more
regulations to adhere to, rather they need to be able to gez
out of the office and make positive things happen  to the
rcsourccs.

c
I,

When selecting an alternative to implement In the final RMP,
please select one which considers the needs of the ~coole

iti hirectly  involved and dependan: on the natural feso~fcks  and
one which gives flexibility to you as rescurce  managers. The
most appropraite choice may be alternative 4 or 1
hrioritized)  .
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April 14, 1990

I&.  Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis

Federal law mandates that you must examine your management
practices. After reading the draft Resource Management Plan
for the Arizona Strip District there are 4 alternatives
reviewed. The 1st alternative is to remain status quo.
Most of us feel status quo is not good. The other alternatives
offer lockingup additional areas into designated wilderness.
Why not look at taking some of the 265,000 acres out of
wilderness? I failed to even see such a proposal. why must 1
we continue down the path of designating additional lands
into wilderness. I would like to see 65,000 acres released
from the present wilderness designated area. If you are
truly examining your management practices then you should
take a look at the total package. Lets review the whole
area and submit a proposal to delete some of the acres that
are not locked up into wilderness. I don't feel you are
short sited but I feel you intentionally forget to examine
the total picture. Don't tie up any additional lands.
Alternative 1 is the next best policy if we can't remove the
65,000 acres out of wilderness.

1. The wilderness designated on the Arizona Strip was based on the requirements of
the Federal Land Policv  and Manaqement Act (FLPMA), a federal law which
mandated the BLM to inventory the public lands and identify for the U.S. Congress,
those lands which meet the criteria for inclusion into the National Wrlderness
Preservation System. The Arizona Stripdid  this and Congressdesignated the lands
which now make up the wilderness areas on the Arizona Strip with the Arizona
Wilderness Act of 1984,  Public law 98-406.

The BLM has no legal authority to rescind congressional designations.

Sincerely
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Mar 1. 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Mmaowncnt
Arizona Strip Distrrct
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

tlr.  Curtirr

What does mining, ranching, and other mu1  tiple use  of lands
mc.n to YOU? It lnoana  a way to support my family. It  PCl”S a
way o f providing a better  way  of  life  for  the people O f this
are*. It mean* a better educational program, a n d  i t  mans  a
healthier society.

This  draft  of  the  Arizona Strip District Resource Managcmmt
PI .n can impact that way  of  life  for  my  family i f  A l te rnat ives  2
or 3 arc adopted. WC need to be  conccrncd  with the amount of
acres  lo&cd  up in wilderness. We certainly do not want to adopt
a policy that would cause  great grief to the  majority.

I total\
F

upport  al tcrnatiuc  4 .
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Yay 2, IQQQ

Nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Yanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

I an employed by Euer
8

Fuels, a mining company that operates
several uranium mines in e Arizona Stri

E
District. I have the

follori
73

c-rite on the draft Resource anagement Plan for the
Arizona trip District.

First. I believe that Energy Fuela'  track record at the Back
Canyon nines demonstrates that mineral resources can be developed
in the District  with minimal disturbance of the environment and

-5 with l ignificant economic benefits to the local communities. Ihe
compan, aad  ite employees are committed ta exploration and
development in a -er that has been clearly shown to have only
limited. short term impacts. BLN does not need to lmpo~e area-
ride restrictions on mineral development to ensure that it is
done properly. I recommend that you 8dopt Alternative 1. or at
the very most, Alternative 4.

BLM is doi
i

a good job managing the District. Federal law
does not requ re that
practices,

BLU change its existing management
only that it must review them.

does not need to place more restrictions
Ihe  District certain;{

on multiple use.
it's  not broken, don't fix it!

Second, the RMP underemphasizes the importance of economic
development, particularly mineral development. and overemphasizes
additional restrictions to prolsate l remotem recreational
experiences. As a local resident it is obvious that additional
restrictions are not neces*ary to promote recreation. we are
literally surrounded by national parks, recreation areas,
wilderness areas, Indian reservations, game preserves and other
federal lands upon which development may not occur. BLY should
show a greater appreciation for the value of managing the
remaining federal lands under its jurisdiction for multiple use.

Development on the Strip is limited by various natural
characteristics of the area <rugged terrain. deep canyons. lack
of rater, etc.). There is no basis to suggest that the basic
"remoteness" of the area is presently threatened in any respect.

Finally, BLJd  should not use the land use planning process to
accomplish what Congress was  unwilling to do in 1984. The
wilderness study areas  that were returned to multiple use under
the Arizona Wilderness Act should not nor be managed

P
rincipally

to protect their 'remotaiess*. n8t is, for al practical
the same as making them wilderness areas.

g~!?~$sits  in the District are
The breccia

a unique resonrca of national
significance. EELa  should do its part to see that such resources
are properly developed. It should clarify that the RMP Is not
intended to preclude mineral development, except in areas that
me specifically proposed for withdrawals.

Sincerelv.
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5G AFFILtimD GYNECOLOGISTS, LTD.

u loo10 u.Tr WCIKWELL ~D.*“ITE  MO*MOLNU.  )rl(lWHA  *SIX6TEtE?HONE 254.5843
April 30. 1990

Dennis Curtis, Team Leader
Bureau of Land ?fsnsgement
Arizons  Str ip  Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah 134770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

$ I have read the report prepared by your team, I have talked to many  people
that are involved, and have revieved  in my own  mind what is important for
the good of the American people in relation to Northern Arizona.

In many  ways, I am an environmsntalist  and have  hiked Paris  Canyon In
October of 1988.  and found it a most exhilarating experience.

I sin a pilot and a physician vho flies Into Page frequently ss  s consultant
for the comnity  hospital there. I feel for the good of  the area that it
is imperative that a new  airport be put at Page that vi11  accommodate
larger planes and it seems as though Perry Swale  northvest of the highway
and s few miles north of Page Is  the ideal place to put that airport. As
I think back to my hfke through Paris Callyon,  it is hard to imagine that
the airport In that location would have taken any of the enjoyment out of
my trip. I “as  in the Glen Canyon country long before the dam was built
and have spent many  hours on Lake Powell  since it has been built. There
is no question that the American people have benefited recreationally
besides economlcslly  and In  other ways  from the construction of chat Lake.As the American populace sges, there is no question that there will  be
many  people that vi11  not be able to visit that Lake and see the beautiful
Rsinbav  Bridge if they have to ride from  140 to 300 miles on a bus. Uany
of them could visit that area if they could jet into that new  airport.

Please constder  these thoughts ss you make recommendations to thq Bureau
of Land Management and to the Page City Council. Thanking you In advance
for your consideration.
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April 14, 1990
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Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Hr.  Curtis

Federal law mandates that you must examine your management
practices. After reading the draft Resource Management Plan
for the Arizona Strip District there are 4 alternatives
reviewed. The 1st alternative is to remain status quo.
most  of us feel status quo is not good. The other alternati\
offer lockingup additional areas into designated wilderness.
Why not look at taking some of the 265,000 acres out of
wilderness? I failed to even see such a proposal. Why must
we continue down the path of designating additional lands
into wilderness. I vould  like to see 65,000 acres released
from the present wilderness designated area. If you are
truly examining your management practices then you should
take a look at the total package. Lets review the whole
area and submit a proposal to delete some of the acres that
are not locked up into wilderness. I don't feel you are
short sited but I feel you intentionally forget to examine
the total picture. Don't tie up any additional lands.
Alternative 1 is the next best oolicv  if ve can't remove the
65,000 acres out of wilderness: -

1. See comment response 05-46-01.
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Jason Hoyt
5594 N Mnsvl.Rd.
Cedar City, UT 84720

April 30, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Arizona Strip District BLM
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the BLM draft
Resource Management Plan for the Arizona Strip.

$ The Strip is and has been a tract of land vital to the
overall well being of the small communities along the
Utah/Arizona border. The land Is remote by any standard, but
the plan emphasizes this component far to much. There are
several wilderness areas, parks and other limited use areas
within the Strip and in close proximity which all lend to the
vast, and growing, number of acres excluded from active
management.

The Arizona Strip would not be the place it is without the
improvements and developments that have occurred in the past.
Livestock producers pioneered the area and developed water
and made fences to control use of grazing. Without this
water development the land would be very much a desert with
very few kinds of large game animals dispersed throughout the
area.

In selecting a final alternative , please keep in mind that
range developments need to be maintained to be useful. Don’t

lock areas away from management activities.

The BLM currently has the authority to control what happens
on the land and you need only to review, not change, current
direction.

hpril  2. 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St, George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

I am writing to comment on the &aft Resourca Yanagement Plan
for the Arizona Stri

E
District. The draft RNP does not

adequately emphaai.ze t a critical role that multiple use of

Lu
ublic lands  plays in the local economies in Northern Arizona and

them Utah.
bing.

The couaaercial  actirltles,  particularly uranlun
that occur on public land In the District have a

beneficial  impact for all residents of tha  region. Because there
is so little private land in the area we need to eee that no
unnecet36
lsnds. "E!

restrictions are placed on the development of mch
edderal law requires BLh to consider present and

potential uses of the public lands in itslanduseplms.  The
draft RHP'8 propossd  land use restrictions will significantly
reduce the potential of the Arizona Strip District to sustain a
complete rarqe of commercial land uses.

We have recently seen the creation of dozens of vlldemess
al-a88 and rilderness ueu a n d
increaeingl~ restrictive

study the8  expansion of

national recreation areas.
manqeeent of the naticmalparksand

Thi6 has tie nanagement  for multiple
use of remaining public lands essential. The Arizona Wilderness
*Act returned tqmultiple  use the majorit

f
of the meas  the RNP

now proposes for restrictive manapment.
additional restrictions on such use.

urge you not t4 place
I favor the elimination of

"Guideline area B" and the adoption of alternative Cl or 41.

Where restrictions on commercial develo
encour

Y
lF?~n~~O~~L~e you to affirnatively  &ate that B

to prec ude
development.

multiple use, particularly properly regulated mineral
There should be no question that U's intentions

are not ta create, in the nane  of "remotenessa. de facto
vildemess  areas.

Sincerely.

-Jason  Hoyt
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111 Kletha Trail
Flagstaff, AZ 86001

April 27. 1990

April 27, 1990

nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 04770

Dear  Mr. Curtist

I am writzing to comment on fhe draft Resource ManagemenL Plan
for the Arizona Strip District. I believe that the draft RBP
does not adequately emphasize the critical role that multiple use

-$
of public lands plays in the local economies in Northern Arizona
and Southern Utah. The coamercial activities, particularly
uranium mining, that occur on public land in the District have a
beneficial impact for all residents of the region. Because there
is so little private land in the area we need to see that no
unnecessary restrictions are placed on the development of such
lands. Federal law requires BLU  to consider present and
potential uses of the  public lands in its land use plans. The
draft RMP's  proposed land use restrictions will significantly
reduce the potential of the Arizona Strip District to sustain a
complete range of commercial land uses.

We have recently seen the creation of dozens of wilderness
areas and wilderness study areas and the expansion of
increasingly restrictive management of the national parks and
national recreation areas. This has made management for multiple
use of remaining public lands essential. The Arizona Wilderness
Act returned to mult iple use the majority of the areas the RMP
now proposes for restrictive management. I urge you not to place
additional restrictions on such use. I favor the elimination of
'Guideline area B” and the adoption of Alternative 1.

Where restrictions on commercial development are proposed, I
encourage you to affirmatively state that BLH's  intention is not
to preclude multiple use, particularly properly regulated mineral
development. There should be no question that BLM's  intentions
are not to create, in the name of *remotenessw, de facto
wi lde rness  areas.

Dennis Curtis
Arizona Strip District  BLM
390 North 3050 East
St. George.  UT 94770

Dear Mr. Curtis,

ln regards to the draft Resource Management Plan for the Ariiona Strip  District I
would like to express a few ocncerns.

First, I am alarmed by the over emphash on ‘remoteness’ and recreation on the
prtmftive end of the ROS. The plans to proteot the remnte  character of the strip under
alternative 2 are strongly  skewed toward preservation rather than suggesting a plan for
wise use and conservation. This trend in the plan leads you, as the land manager, mer
away from multlpe  use concepts. We need b not more restrtctlons.

Semnd.  lhere  should be some ernphasfs placed  on brig  term land usam. and on
provlding Incantkes  to keep them fnvolved as tools for management. This idea was
mentioned in the  dfstrfct wide  objectives,  but received  tittfe attentbn  thereafter.

P~wholiveanddependonthelandcarefarihwenbeing.  Theyarenotoutb
destroy, but enhanoa  where possible. There ls very tittle encOuragament  in the plan for
those whose Ives  have been devoled  to use and ewe  of the Strip It would  be well to
remember them h me  final RMP.

Third, (here was very little mentlon of lhe forest resourcas  of the Strip.  I
realize this must not have surfaced as an issue during tie fnltial soaping,  but Mere is a
potential for management and enhancement of the forests within the area.

Forests are not onfy nice places for recreatbn.  but they also povkte  useful
corn&ties  for people.  Wise, sound timber management muld enhance me Strip forests
and make them more productive. Reueation  opportunities could + improved and a bnQ
list  of benefits derived  from forest products.

In summary, it seems obvious  that the least restrictive alternative (i.e.  #4)
should be selected. An RMP should provfde  directbn and establish some management
goals. It should not limit or restrict wise use and conservafbn.  The BLM currently has
the authority to accept or reject any profxsed  action. Establish goals, but &llpfl&us
pIIl!f!

Sincerelv.
Sincere ly ,

Car+ene P. Morris
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Mar  4 ,  19PO

Mr . Dennis Curtis
EhJrcau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N. 3050 E.
St. George,  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The Arizona Strip has many  resources for all. I f  a1 ternatives  2
or 3 are adapted, IMIIIY  of these resources would be 1 ocked  up.

5 These ~QPCUPQS  W-Q overdone. There rl ternatiues wil  I place fores-
ted areas into Resource Conservation Areas. further limiting and
excluding future management of these sources of timber.

We in this area must not allow either of the alternatives to
pass. Our  area is hard-pressed for l mpl orment  . The I ass of
these resources could be deuistating.

BY  adapting alternative 4, WQ can keep these rcso”rccs  open and
available now and in the future. Please consider our needs when
this important decision is made.

Thank-you,

Mar  12. 1990

Ill-. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
st. George, UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

1 have reviewed the Resource Management Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip. I see that we could be faced with more limiting
regulations. The ELM already  has mandates and authority to do or
not do various projects on public lands under their jurisidic-
tion. More rrsrictions would merely  hinder progress.

Goucrnmcntrl  regulation is continually making it harder and
harder to earn an honest 1 iving. Additional restrictions could
cause  many  to be seriously effected. Hany depend on the
resources of the Arizona Strip for their l ivelihood. If You tie
these up, then many will lose their jobs. Uncmplonncnt i s
already high, additional regulation will  only add to this
problem.

Sound range and resource mrne.goment  takes and active  hand,
not passive attitudes. I  feel  that srlccting rltcrnatiuc  4 will
leave options open to us on the Arizona Strip. Keep this area

OPQ”  t0  fUtUrQ  dQVQlopmQnt.

Thank YOU,
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M a y  7 ,  1990

Mr.  Dennis  Curt is
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strin  District
390 North 30’50  East
St.  George. Utah 84770

Dear Mr.  Curt is :

I am writing to encourage you to support alternative 4
of the Draft Resource Management Plan for the Arizona
s t r i p  D i s t r i c t .

I urge you not to place additional restrictions on the
land use foae  Arizona Strip. I have been living on
the Arizona Strip since 1943. I  s u p p o r t  m i n i n g ,  g r a z i n g
and recreational use of this land. The plan should
encourage multiple use.

Yhen the Paris  Wilderness Bill was created it was agreed
by all Involved that the areas that should be wilderness
were designated. Alternatives 2 and 3 are putting the
same study area back under restrictive use circumventing
the agreement from 1984.

Please don't allow this to happen.

Sincerely, _

7 I

Betty Jo Roundtree
General Manager

BJRlph

May  8 ,  1 9 9 0

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390  North 3050 East
St .  George,  Utah 84770

Dear  Mr  Curt is :

I have  studied the Resource Management Plan draft and have
determined that the best Alternative to adopt at this  t ime i5  #4.
This Region prov  ides m a n  Y val uabl c pcsourccs t o  “ 5 . Many
cat tl  emcn are dependant on It for Qrazinp. MininQ  riQhts and
rccrrrt  i onal uses  are  o t h e r  ncce555ry  a n d  enJoyable  use5  o f  t h i s
land. You c a n ’ t  j u s t  ‘rrplrce’ a n  Isret  a*  preat  a 5 t h i 5 .  W e
can’t satisfy t h e  de5irer  o f  a  few  people  a t  t h e  expcncr  o f  a
Qreat  n u m b e r  o f  indiuiduals.

Thr dccirions that are made concerning the Arizona s t r i p
w i  1 1 have  a critical  e f f e c t  o n  a l l  o f  u5  i n  thir  area  w h o  d e p e n d
so much on the resource5  of  this area  for our liuclihocd. The
timber and mineral re5ourccr  have provided a great s t r e n g t h  to
our communi  t ics , and could continue to surtain  5cueral  people for
* 9,Va.t oumb,r o f  vc*r5.

Let5 n o t  l o c k  this  all  u p  j u s t  t o  pl5r5c  s u c h  I 5mall num-
ber of people. Adopt al ternat  iv5  4!

Sincerely,
I
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MPY 10, 1 9 9 0

nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau Of Land flanagcment
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  N  3 5 0  E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I h&vc  recently rcuiewcd  the Resource Management Plan draft
for the Arizona  Strip. Of the rlternrtiues  listed,
be the most reasonable solution.

Y4 CCCrnS t o

We are fortunate to have unique breccir pipe mineral deposits
within the Strip which, during the past dacadc.
major portion of the nation’s uranium production.

have yielded a

$
It has been

prouen that the Strip’s uranium reserves can be developed without
harming other important resources.

The mining of this mineral has caused a great  Qrowth in our
*PCs.
would

If acces%  were to be taKtcn WRY from this resource, there
not be l mploYrnent opportunites  for these new people and

they would have to relocate. Not only would this be a hardship,
but it would be next to impossible to sell their banes in such an
cconomicallr  depressed area.

The BLtl  should pranote  the development of important natural
rcsourccs on pub1 ic lands.
1 and  has  bee” a good thing.

The multlplc use of this public

enjoyed br many,
Why chanpc that? This area has been

and that isn’t going to change unless we maKe it
inaccesible  to the people bY IocKing  it up into  wilderness area.

M a y  10, 1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah  84770

Dear ttr.  Curtis:

The Clrizona  Strip has provided for the needs of many that it
is crucial we not taKe  the importance of this area lightly.  w e
must carefully exwnine the impact  of  the dif ferent a1  ternat  i v*s
from the RIP drat. They could cause serious problems to the
pcopl l of Nor them Arizona and Southern Utah “au and in the
future.

Alternatives 2 &  3 draw so much of this area away  from us
and ties it up in ‘wi I dernesr’ that it essentially becomes no
QOOd t o those who rely so heavily on it for their liurlihood.
TieinQ  u p this much more of our public Imds  would be such  a
shunt. So much of this land  is alrc&dv  tied up in wilderness,
and i t seems as though we can’t satisfy the needs of these se1-
fish few uho seem to always want more wilderness.

This land, with its great resources, was created to provide
for us. Of cour*e, that doesn’t mean that we should be foolish
in the ways that we develop these resources. We should be Qivcn
the opportunity to manage  the forests on the strip to show what a
well managed  forest provides.

It Is important that this land be a land ai ‘multiple USC..
Lets learn to share and get along. filternative 4 could provide
us with this opportunity.

ThanK  YOU ,
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May 3, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Gcorpc, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The  Arizonr Strip has prouided  so much to so many that it IS
critical thr we all carefully examine  the impact of the scvcrrl
Al trrnativcr  stated  in the Resourcr  Hanqwmcnt Plan draft for the

-5
future use  of this arca.

iG Altcrnativcs 2 &  3 draw so much of this area away  from us
(D and tics it up in ‘wildrcnesr~ that it essentially bccaes no

pood.to  those who rely so hewily  on it  for their livelihood.
Ticinp up this much more of our public lands would bc  such 1
shame. So much of this land is already ti?d up in wilderness,
and it seems  as though WI  can’t satisfy the  nerds  of  these scl-
fish frw who seem  to alwrys  want more wilderness.

This land, with its great  resources, was  created  to provide
for us. Of course, that doesn’t mean that WC should be foolish
in the ways that WC develop  there  resources. WC should be given
the opportunity to manage the forests on the strip to show what  a
well  managed forest provides.

It is important that this land be a land of “multiple use’.
Lets learn to share and get  a long . Plltcrnatiuc  4 could provide
us with this opportunity.

Thank  YOU ,

-

-
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Page two
Mr. Dennis Curt is

P  0. BOX 957. PAGE. AZ 66040

PHONE: (602,6459373

May  Il.  1330

Mr. Ihrmi~  curti*
Bureau  o f  Land Pianagenent
Rrizonr  Strip Divisor,
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah  84770

Dmar  Mr. Curtis:

I have rpvieued, with great interest and conce171,  the
Rrirona  Strip District Resoum  Hmegement  Plan and
Environmental Impact  Stateme&  Draft.

It seems apparent that your objectxve  is to attempt to fix
rarething  that doesn’t need firing. Placing move
restrictions a multiple use  will  continue to restrict the
economic delevopment  of the City of Page, its residents and
rurmunding  comnunit  ies.

Our economy relies very heavily on the tourist industry. TO
further expand this industry. the City of Page must build an
airport capable of accomodating  any aircraft  flying today.
pnd. alternate rites  are restricted by the governing agency,
the Navajo Nation.

How  an agency of the federal government can. logically
compare 3.5 million visitors or continue to restrict these
visitors md  their travel capabilites  while thinking about
less than 3,000  people and their  concernrj  is abominable.

Gift@-  all, we  still are a government for the people and
majority ;;,ul;e,=~:ll  does play an important part in cur
system. , I hope it does!

Expansion of the multiple use  objectives to include an
airport would be beneficial to even those who enjoy the
remote and backcountry settings. It WI11  allow Rot-e  of
these people to travel via air to the area  and still provide
them wtth  over two million  acres  of public land to explore.

Page, C)rizona  nust  have a new airoort  facility ulth  related
industr ia l  use and soon! Currently. the PresLdent  of the
United States cannot land here in his alrcrsft. Nor can I

as Director of the Page-Lake Powell  Balloon Regatta
committee, make plans to expard  the air show because of the
current  lending str ip  and l imited space  f o r  static  display.
This event is an important economic boost for the community
and has the potential of becoming one of the largest sir
shows in the country and in one of the most scenic areas but
only if the City of Page is  allowed use of the Ferry Swale
airport  s i t e .

Please  do not circumvent the 1904  Parla  Wilderness Bill by
ottemptlng  to impose Qltemattver  TWO or Three of the RCIP.
Rlterrtive  Four is  the only logical choice available.

Vet-~  FL Stoddard
Director
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t-lay  6, 1990 tla.v  8, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land timagemcn  t
Clrizona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

Dear nr. C u r t i s :

It is apparent that your opinion concerning wilderness is
that the only way to have wi ldcrness  is to desi gnatc the area as
such. I be1 lruc  differently.

c
LA Natural conditions, land aunership,  existing federal rrgula-
-4 tion  and the lack of demand for any commercial development ensure

that the basic character of the entire Arizona Strip region is,
and  throughout the planning  cycle will  remain ‘remote’.

I  do not f ind it  “eccszary  to tie up 4S2,800 acres to be
assured that we will still  have land available for backcountry
“SC. I support alternative #4 from the RflP draft . Please take
my view into consideration.

Sinccr*ly.

t-G- . Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management1
Wizonr  Strip District
390 North 3050  East
St. George, Utah 94770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

Af tor readi”Q the drrft Resource HanaQmnmt Plan for the
A r i z o n a  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t , I found there Were  4 l lternatiues re-
uiewcd. The 1st alternrtive  is to leave things as they are.
t-lost  of us feel this is not good. The other al ternat  i urs of fer
1oCki”Q up additional areas into designated wilderness.

T O lock up a” additional 452,800 acres  I feel  is going way
overboard. I understand that taking this step is the preferred
al ternrtiue. I don’t  think that a majority of the people will
support this rltcrnatiue. Are you tlkinp into account the needs
of the of the people in our area who depend on the fir izona Strip
for  their livelihood?

I  don’t  feel you ere being  short sited, but I  feel  YOU  have
intentionally forgotten to examine the whole picture. I support
al tcrnatiuc  4. There lands need to remain open f.or  their ualuab-
l e  ree.ources.

Sincerely.
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flay  9, 1990 May  8, 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Uanagemcnt
Arizona Strip District Office
390 N. 3050 E.
St. Gror9e.  mah  84770

Dear Mr.  Curtis:

The Rcsourcc Manrgcmcnt  Plan draft for the Arizona Strip gives

5
little emphasis to the need  of these resources for our existence
i n  the area.

I t  sermr i n  a n  arca whrrr  l o c a l  people  have t o  work s o  h a r d  f o r
subristmo, t h a t  a t 1 cart sane cmphasi s would be placed on
cconanic  b e n e f i t s . I t  seems  that YOU  have failed  to take into
account the  needs of  rll the people  in this area. I t  rccmr that
the majority desire to ltccp  this area open  for  USC of its natural
PCSOUI-‘CCJ. Its recreational value  is imoortant. but it doesn’t
rate number  1 .

This being the case, I  be1 icw the alternative 4 will
beneficidl  t o  us i n  t h i s  aria.

Thdnk YOU,

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

As a concerned citizen of Page, Arizona and surrounding
area I ask that you support the 4th Alternative of the
Draft Resource Management Plan for the Arizona Strip
District.

As a long time resident of the area I feel that we should
not use any more public lands for Wilderness areas. Some
lands should be left for recreation purposes, grazing and
mining, etc.

Yours  truly,be the most
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May 9, 1990 May 7, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390  N o r t h  3050 East
St. George, Utah 84170

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I support a wide range of use of the Arizona strip and
feel the 4th Alternative of the Draft Resource Management
Plan should be supported by you.

Thank you.

Terry J. Sides
P-o- Box 1853
Page, AZ

Mr. Dennis Curtis
BLM
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Sir:

Please do not allow the Paria Wilderness are to be
put under more restrictions then were decided in the
1984 agreement.

Please support Alternative 4 of the Draft Resource
Management Plan for the Arizona Strip District.

We urgently need your support.

Thank you.
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by 6, 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Uanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 Fast
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Sir:

I would ask that you support the 4th Alternative of the
Draft Resource Hanagement Plan for the Arizona Strip
District.

Please do not place further restrictions on the land usage
for the Strip.

It was agreed in 1984 by all involved that the areas that
should be wilderness were designated at that time. Please
do not allow this change to take place.

0570

May 7, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Please do not take any more public use lands away from the
public.

Ue need you to support the 4th Alternative of the Draft Re-
source Management Plan for the Arizona Strip District.

Ue support the mining, grazing and recreational use of the
land involved.
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May 8, 1990

05-72

May 10, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390  North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

-5
I am writing to encourage you to support alternative 4
of the Draft Resource Management Plan for the Arizona

;; Strip District and urge you under no circumstances to
ul place any further restrictions on the land usage.

We do not understand why since the Wilderness Bill has
already been agreed upon that you should be putting It
back under study area again.

Please do not let this happen.

Sincerely,

Pat Herringto4
Concerned Citizen

Page, Arizona
P-0.  Box 1254

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. george, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Please do not place any additional restrictions on the
Arizona Strip land use by supporting Alternative 4 of
the Resource Management Plan for the Arizona Strip area.

I support grazing and recreational use of this land
and encourage multiple use also.

Please keep this from happening.

Sincerely,
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Mar  10,  1 9 9 0

Dcnnfr Curtis
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona  Stric  District
3 9 0  N 3050 E’
St. G~oPQ~,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

filthough it was a difficult task canprehending  what was
actually stated in the  R*sourc* Hrnagcmcnt  Plan of the  Arizona
strip, I was able to saacwhat  understand it and I wasn’t excited
about what I read.

CIccordinQ  to the  draft , l onomlc dcvclopmcnt  has not bean
truclr addressed. The surrounding camwnitier  need  dwrlopmcnt
of its natural rasourc~s,  it’s forest  product%, and  continued
grazing permits. The camnunitias  basically support the  concept
o f  multipI*  us*. I  know o f  no  one  who wants  to abuse the  us. of
the lands, the  water,  or the air. I  foe1  that the pcoplr  In this
area also should hew a right to support their famllias.

The present mrnagwwnt t*un et the 8Ul has been  responsiuc to
the  pcoplc i n  t h i s  array and I hop, this attitude can cantin”*.
I don’t feel  that multiple “se nanagcmcnt  has rccciurd  W’IouQh
consideration in thr RIlP draft. AI things  stand, 1 am  in Support
of alternatiuc  4 with changes  to reflect  multiply uscage  of our
pub1 ic Lands.

\
Sinccralyl

I’.  0. Box  283
Kanab.  Utah  84741

M a y  11,  1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
st. George, Utah 84110

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I rcatize  that every 15 years the Arizona Strip District baa  to be  reviewed and
new pnlicies  need to be examined.
over this  issue.

I am writing to you  because of my concern

Of the alternatives being considered for the area. I am in favor of alternative
w.
that

It seems  that the government goes to such lengths to hear the minority
they  often forget the majority. I feel  that alternative x4  will beat  meet

the  needs of all  involved. It gives to those  wbo desire  mom  wilderness, but yet
makes it possible for those who desire to do so to mine the minerals. graze their
cattle, and USC the  timber that is available.

Of the four alternatives discussed In the  report, I feel  that alternative four will
best meet the nerds of all involved.
of view.

I appreciate your efforts to hear all points
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DEW41  S CURT1  S
BUREAU  O F  LAND  MMAGMENT
ARIZOFlA  S T R I P  D I S T R I C T
390 N 3050 E
ST GEORGE UT  84770

Dear Mr.  Curt is

I  f o u n d  thQ  Rosourcc  Managcmrnt  P l a n  d r a f t  t o  bQ  quitQ  dircourrg-
ing whrn  uiQwed  in 1 ight of the potential  of thQ  natural  resour-
ces of the  area. Rcmotcncss  in prioritizrd  far  too much in thQ
plan, and Qvcn  though thQrQ  are objtctives  for various uses,  the
u1Qs  t h a t  QQt  s h u t  o u t  w-Q  thQ  0nQs  t h a t  f a l l  u n d e r  thQ  objet-
tives  o f  r e a l i z i n g  SUStainQd  p r o d u c t i v i t y  f r o m  thQ  rrnewablQ
r*sOUr’CQs.,

-5
Thr  rQSidQnt%  of Northern  Arizona and  Southern Utah wi l l  bc
d i r e c t l y  affQCtQd  i f  aitQrnativQs  2 o r  3  arQ  a d o p t e d . Th I s
d i s t r i c t  providQs  a  sOurCQ  o f  inccmc  f o r  manr  o f  thQ  people  fron
thcsc  canmuni  t i c s . ThQSQ  natural  rQ8OUrCQS  nQQd  t0  bQ  mrnrgcd
wiscl  y and dQuQlopQd  to best  meet  the  nQQdS  of US  who dQpQnd  on
them. WC  cannot afford to hand this land ovQr  to the  natural -
i s ts .

I  support altQrnatiuQ  4 with alterat ions madQ  to rcflcct  the
need  f o r  t h i s  l a n d  t o  remain  opQn t o  multiplQ  USQ.

Thank you

nay  9, 1990

Mr. Dennis  C u r t i s
BurQau  o f  L a n d  ManagQmQnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  GcOI-QQ,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

It i s important that  any  d e c i s i o n s  mrdc concrrning t h e
managcmrnt  o f l a n d  i n  thQ  A r i z o n a  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t  bc made w i t h
gr,at cm-c. I  hruc  brirfly  rcrd  thr  d r a f t  o f  the  RQsOurCQ  tlsn-
rgQmQn  t Plan, a n d  I hdUQ  concludQd  t h a t  A l  trrnativc  4  w o u l d  bQ
thQ  m o s t  bcncficial  t o  the  needs  o f  USQ  i n  o u r  arCa. This  al  tQr-
natiuQ would providQ  the  cant  inued  UQ.Q  of the  many n a t u r a l  rc-
sourcQs  auai  lablc  to us.

This altcrnatiuc  c o u l d  br  rltcred  t o  include  managQmQnt  o f
the timber  rQsourcQs  f o r  timbQr  r a t h e r  t h a n  Qnhanccmcnt  o f  o t h e r
“IQ%. ThQrQ i s  a vQry  grQat  nQQd  t o  pcrpctuatc the  POndQrOsa
Pint  spQciQs  i n  t h i s  wQQ. I t  w i l l  n o t  happen  i f  i t  i s  harvcrtrd
as plrnnQd  in any of thQ  l ltQrnatiuQ% now proporQd. ProfQsri  onal
management of t h i s  comncrcial  forQrt  l a n d  f o r  p r o d u c t i v i t y  a n d
rustrincd  YiQld  o f  timber  i s  Qsscntirt. Place  thr  managrmcnt  o f
thQSQ  t imber  rQsOurCQs  in CatQgOPy  A.

This  timber  is of  great value  to us in  this  wQa,  and WQ
m u s t  make SurQ  t h a t  i t  W i l l  bc prcrcrvcd  a n d  uSQd.wisQly  so  as t o
m e e t  the  nQQds  t h a t  lie  i n  the  future.

Thank YOU.
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t-lay 3, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390  N 350 E
St. George, m 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I have recently reviewed  the Resource Mmrgcment Plan draft

-=J
for the Arizona Strip. Of the alternatives 1 irted, #4  seems  t o

L
be the most viable solution.

2 The BLM should promote the development of important natural
resourcrs  o n pub1  i c I ands. WC are fortunate to have unique
breccia  pipe mineral deposits within the Strip which, during the
past dacade, have yielded a major  portion of the nation’s uranium
production. It has been proven that the Strip’s uranium reserues
can be developed without harming other important resources.

The multiple use of this public land has been P good thing.
Why change that? This area has been enjoyed by many, and that
isn’t going to change unless we  maK* it inaccesible  to the people
by locking it up into wilderness area.

Sincerely,

Mar 9, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N. 3050 E.
St _ George, UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

The Resource Management Plan draft for the Artzona  Strip seems to
auerlook  the need for  the  Natural Resources prrualant  in the
district. These Resources should not be put into cold storage.

The Arizona Strip is part of a larger geographical area where
there are several primitive areas established and preserved.
Remember, not al 1  wilderness areas and remote areas need to be
established on the Strip. The limiting factor  in the area is not
remoteness, but an invitation for wise use and care of the
rCs0UrC.s.

We need to focus on the need to develop and use these resources.
If this area  is properly managed, it can meet seueral  dif ferent
needs. The Keu is ‘proper management’. Alternative 4 is in the
best interest of us in the outlying carmunities  of the Arizona
Strip. We need to make a statement that we cannot continue to
IocK  up our resources. Stipulations should be made in the draft
to allow for multiple use of this district.



0579 0 5 - 8 0

Mar 10, 1990 MhY  9, 1990

D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau  O f  L a n d  ,h”aQ*,“*“t
Arizona  S t r i p  District
390 N 3050 E
st. George,  UT 84770

Dear  H r .  C u r t i s ;

I am disturb*d  about the  changes  that could bc taking place
on the  Arizona Strip. Thr  R*sourcc  t,J”aQU”,nt  Plan  r*,m*d
part ia l  towards s*ttinp  asid*  mar*  of our valuable r*sourc*s  i n

-?
favor of  wi  Idcrncss.

G
Many  people  depend on the  pub1  ic  land% within this  distr ict

f o r  t h e i r  l i v e l i h o o d s .
(D

Liu*stock  producers depend  on win tar  and
y.ar  long  fora9c. M i n e r a l  d*vclopment  o c c u r s  o n  the  S t r i p .  It
h a s  a  tremendous  i m p a c t  o n  the  KanaWFrodonia  area. The impor-
tancc  of the  str ip cannot bc l ualuatcd only  on the lands actually
adninistcred  by your office, but i t  must be realized  as part of
an ov*rall  l nt i ty encompassing South*rn  Utah as wcl1  .

We l r*  puttinp  9reat  l imits  on the  pottntial  of this land by
allwing  it  to be designated as wilderness. This  d istr ict  should
bc able to m*ct  the demands of the many who nrcd  and us*  i t .
That is why I  am in favor of  l l t r rnat ivc 4 with modif icat ions
s t i p u l a t i n g  mutiplr  use. Lets continue to i-cap  the l conanical
benef i ts  th is  d istr ict  is  alr*ady  providing. ’

S incerely,

Dennis  Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050 E
S t .  G~wQ~,  Ur  84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I don’t understand th*  n**d  for such cmpharir  on r*mot*“sa
in the Rcsourcr  Flanrg*m*nt  Plan draft . Whrn  the  area  surrounding
th*  Arizona s t r i p  is  turluatcd, on. must surc1r r*al  i zc that
prim!  tiv*  b a c k c o u n t r y  rcttingc  al-*  prrscntlr h*avi  Iy conscn-
trated  both within th*  Str ip and all  around it .

Th* Strip do*s  not need  to l xcud* more  area  from oth*r  us*%
to allow for more wild*rn*ss. Th*  BUI  must  manap*  thr  remaining
PCSOU~C~S  VQPY l ctiucly and wisely. The=*  l r*as ne*d  to provid*
mu1  tipJ*  u s e . With  th*  1  imit*d  priuate  land available for de-
u*lopm*“t in our arta, it is l rtrcmely important that WC don’ t
allow  our public lands to b* tird  up into this type  of On* “SC
plan.

I  s u p p o r t  m u l t i p l e  u,*. Adopt a.1  t*rnatiu*  4 and make
modif ications to allow  for such u=*.

Sinc*rrly,
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Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St, George, LiT  84770

Dear fir.  Curtis:

The  Rcrourcc  Management Plan draft for thr  Arizona %eQmS  to
be very biased toward remoteness planning. Recreation is a vital
part of our area. This plan devotes  much attention to remotencss
and imp1 ies  the need  to reduce access to som*  areas on the  strip.
There arc many misconceptions as to thr economic benefits derived
from primitive types of  rrcivation. It is my feeling that the
Arizona Strip shwld be accr8sible  to a wide range of visitors
and not set aside to the wants of a few.

The  Arizon&  Strip doesn’t  need to be l imited to one  are&  of
“SC. Our public lands need to bc used br nmn~.  thus, it  is
necessary to see  that a1  terrtionr  arc made  in the RIP  draft
allowing for multiple us*. I support alternatiue 4 with such
changes that allow for multiple use.

Sincerely,

P
4
Tl
c
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Dennis Curtis
B.L.M. Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Dennis:

I am always concerned when areas are identified for special
management, (A.C.E.C's),  (R.C.A'sl,  (S.R.H.A'S).  wilderness,
T&E  designation, Riparian. etc. To meet these special management
needs require, it would seem, a deviation from the multiple
use concept of management. Some require a much greater degree
of deviation than others. Some with management emphasis
directed to a single use.

-T
The paria plateau S.R.H.A.. I feel is too large an area,
227,000 acres. I can see conflicts in management and "se,

z
in protecting cultural resources verses increased scenic 1
and recreation use. It would seem more reasonable to identify
only those areas with the highest cultural resource values
and insure their protection from degradation or destruction.
The uses within this S.R.M.A. are just not compatabile.

I am also concerned about identifying some of the A.C.E.C.
areas because of the increased use these areas will receive
and the vandalism and/or destruction that may occur. I would
recommend management protection, but not publicizing the
location.

1 . The Paria Plateau is proposed as a Resource Conservation Area (RCA) due to the
importance of several different resources, including the significant cultural
resources. The Paria RCA is also proposed as a SRMA for budgetary purposes.

The management of sensitive plant and animal species seems

I
2 . lt is BLM policy to manage sensitive species or candidate species to prevent

a little open ended as far as interpretation is concerned. 2
I feel special management may be warranted to some degree,

endangerment. The candidate list changes yearly as species are removed or

but not the same management constraints offered to a listed placed on the list. Some are removed because inventories find many more than
species. previously known. Other plantsare placed on the candidate list because present

data shows problems.
The Back Country By Ways program will bring about nominations
for roads on the Arizona Strip. I feel that if we are to
manage far remoteness on the strip, the Back Country By Ways
would be in direct conflict with this objective.

One thing that concerns me the most is the identifying of
A and B areas. The (81  areas, 613,000 acres, would have
more restricted manaqement guidelines over the entire area,
to protect remoteness or other unique resource values. I
don't feel this special management is needed over all, and
that protection to special areas can be done as the need
arises, with site specific management prescriptions.
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Page  2
May 10, 1990

The overall document has addressed the purpose, need, alternatives,
management and consequences in the R.M.P.,  but there are
many management decisions that will be made based upon inter-
pretation of this document. The adverse impacts of these
decisions could be lessoned  by the consultation and coordination
process.

The question in my mine is how much land do we need under
soecial  manaaement.  orotection  on the strio? We have 265.000
a&es designited  wiiderness. Glen Canyon Rational Recreation
area, 40,000 acres, Lake Read National Recreation area, 300,000
acres, Grand Canyon National park, 900,000 acres, and a proposed
613.000 acres in this document.

-5
Until there is an expressed and a determined need for this
additional 613,000 acres, I feel we have already identified

G
and set aside enough land for the present and near future

h) need for recreational use and a truly remote experience for
the public. These lands are there for the public's use,
as they have always been. If the special management that
is proposed is needed in the future, that should be the time
to implement it.

It would seem that the concerns that I have expressed would
indicate that I would have to support Alternative 4.

Sincerely,

Duane Blake
1239 E. Lizzie Lane
St. George. UT 64770

I 3 3 . The 613,ooO  acres in Area I3 were recognized as having unique resource values
and special management needs. Guidelines were developed to ensure manage-
ment prescriptions considered the values and needs and resulted in proposed
ACECs,  SRMAs,  RCAs,  OHVdesignations,  visual resource management guide-
lines, etc. RCAs  are activity planning areas just as allotment management plans
(AMPS) are for livestock grazing or habitat management plans (HMPs)  for
wildlife. Approval of RCA plans is subject to the completion of EAs, which are
public documents. RCAs  are areaswhere several important resource values and
uses such as wildlife, woodlands, recreation, cultural, grazing, watershed over-
lap requiring detailed coordinated resource management planning to reduce
conflicts, improve resource conditions, protect significant resources and to
design management systems and monitoring.
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Merlin and Christine Esplin
Orderville, UT 84758

0583

May 9, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Arizona Strip District (BLM)
350 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr Curtis:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the BLM Draft
Resource Management Plan. We have reviewed the plan with  a great
deal of interest, especially as it pertains to the use and enhancement
of sustainable and renewable resources and their importance to the
well being of the Southern Utah/Northern Arizona area.

-e In reading the document we have given special attention to the
LA mention of land and resource uses addressed in the plan, plus the

iz lack of emphasis or attention given to long term land users. The plan
invites the thought that active useful management affects the
envircxtment  in negative ways. This is not so, please address the
benefits and possible enhancements of active, rather than passive,
management.

Our major concern with the RIvlP D-EIS is that remoteness is such a
guiding factor throughout the plan. We need ILQ  more “remote” areas
designated. Our lands in this area are remote without being
designated or locked up by federal agencies.

When the surrounding area is evaluated one must surely realize that
primitive back country settings (wilderness areas and parks) are
presently heavily concentrated, both within the Strip and all around
it. The Strip District BLM should not add to the problem of
“exclusion” from our lands.

The plan lists various areas as qualifying for special management
and these areas are often planned for “area B” designation. In our
opinion these are the very sites which should be left open. Often we
think we know how to provide habitat or how to protect something
special, but in fact we usually do not, and it may well be that the
very item we want protected responds more favorably under

I 1 1 . The impacts of the proposed RMP are described in Chapter IV. Many of the
management decisions would have a positive impact; some are positive to one
segment of the environment and at the same time, may have negative impacts
to another segment.
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resource use than by excluding some or al1  land uses. What we
suggest is to keep the avenues open.

We are also concerned that forest resources did not have more of a
significant place in the draft RMP, and we recommend forest
resources be added to the plan as an issue. We believe that, even
though the forests of the Arizona Strip are not a large part of the
land base, they do have the potential to become a very productive
and beneficial part. In the opening pages of section II it states this
plan will provide management direction that responds to issues and
“...meets  the specific resource needs” (page II-l), and it also lists
some district wide objectives such as using the multiple use concept
of management in order to ensure appropriate uses. There is also.  .direction to provide mained vroa and conservation of the 2

renewable resources. The  plan as it is presently written ignores
these objectives and directives.

$

ii

The forest land is also presently at high risk lo insect and disease
infestation because of the stressed condition. There is also a very
high fire danger associated with the dense stands and heavy buildup
of one-hour fuels (forest litter/duff).  Sound silvicultural practices
provide ways to deal with these problems and create the desired
healthy, viable condition. PIease allow provisions for sound, active
management in the final RMP  and preferred alternative.

Along with stand condition is the closely related factor of habitat
provided within the forests. The RMP shows, on map 111-19.  that the
Mt Trumbull/Mt. Logan area is critical. deer habitat. Most of the
area we are familiar with is currently not capable of supporting a
viable deer population. There is very little understory vegetation,
either forbes.  grasses, or browse plants. Silviculture could provide
treatments to enhance the resources for this and many other
purposes.

Watershed values are also enhanced under careful management. On
page IV-35, under impacts to soil, water and air, the D-EIS eludes to
the idea of timber harvest being bad for watersheds because of
surface disturbance. The soils of the Mt. Trumbull/Mt.  Logan area
are volcanic in nature. Very little runoff is realized from these types
of soils, and scarification of the  soil only increases infiltration of
moisture into the soil. Also, stands of timber can be manipulated to
maximize snow accumulation and water storage.

0583 (continued)

2. Forest management alternatives have been appropriately analyzed and ad-
dressed in this planning effort. In the scoping process, public meetings were
held for the primary purpose of identifying and scoping out issues to be ad-
dressed in the RMP/EIS.  Timber and woodland management were not identified
as planning issues at that time. Since that time, however, management of the
ponderosa pine forests has developed a key public land management consid-
eration and as a result, associated management alternatives have been incorpo-
rated and analyzed in the RMP/ElS.  ELM’s  decision is to implement an active
forest management program within the ponderosa pine areas which will include
appropriate, compatible silvicultural practices and reduction of ground fuels.
See also the general respnse to public comments page V-9.
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On page IV-39 we read that the forests will, under the preferred
alternative, become healthier through selective thinning and “...  old
growth ponderosa pine would remain uncut”. Our concern here is
two-fold; 1) thinning gives the idea of small, non-merchantable
material being removed instead of treatment across the entire range
of size classes in the forest, and 2) there is no clear definition of “old
growth”. Please provide some direction as to what old growth is. This
may be difficult, but if it is to be part of the plan it should be
clarified. Under alternative 4 partial old growth removal is
discussed, and as if in definition, the clause reads *...  II-inch
diameter and larger”. Please provide clarification that an II-inch
tree is not necessarily “old growth”. Also, note that old growth areas
are presently set aside in wilderness areas. The remaining forest
land should be managed for enhancement and “sustained
productivity” of the resource.

Please include language in the final RMP that considers timber
harvest as an option and tool, or at least wording that does not
exclude it. Generally, the preferred alternative allows selective
timber harvest, but on page IV-53 it states, “Harvest of ponderosa
pine would not be allowed and the potential for economic benefits of
timber harvest foregone.” This causes the other verbiage concerning
timber harvest to be misleading. There is an obvious inconsistency.
please amend the wording to be consistent with the rest of the plan.

‘Ihe  D-RMP  devoted much time and space to various kinds recreation.
On page IV-52 the idea is brought forth that timber harvest is bad
for recreation. This is not always true. Often the most actively
sought areas of a forest are the ones where management enhances
the area. Currently over 9% of the Arizona Strip is designated as
Wilderness. This should be sufficient (current trends show
wilderness activity decreasing) for the amount of users seeking
activities on the primitive end of the recreation opportunity
spectrum (ROS). Other users would benefit from active management
which could enhance the basic resources of the area.

In conclusion, we again stress the importance of weaving in language
and directives that allow active management. Clear objectives should
be defined and then “tools” to accomplish those objectives identified.
We have used forestry as an example to point out possible oversights
and opportunities, but other land uses apply in similar ways. Timber
harvest is a tool for managing forests. Grazing is also a tool for
vegetative manipulation. Livestock producers also make areas

3 3 . A definition of “old growth” has been incorporated into the glossary.

4. For clarification purposes, a more thorough description of the planned forest
management program has been provided in this document. See Table II-l,
page 11-20.
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usable with fencing, water and trail development and other range
improvemeats. Mineral development can provide short or long term
access to sites needing special treatments and also provide great
economic benefits to local and national economies. Keep all  your
choices open for opportunity and flexibility, select alternative 4 to
allow freedom and potential advantages for future management.

Emphasis should be placed on long-term users rather than so much
attention given to remoteness and primitive recreation; Provisions
should be made giving incentives to keep them involved as tools for
management in steering the actual “trend” of the land for overall
improved resource conditions.

05-84

May 14, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
AZ. Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

As a long time resident of the Arizona Strip District
I urge your support of alternative 4 of the draft
Resource Management Plan.

Restrictions of multiple useage  will severely handicap
economic development in this area. I strongly support
recreation, mining and grazing use of this area.

Multiple use of this land is vital to our grcwth, please
don't allow its curtailment.

i/
,' Judith M. Swain
P. 0. BOX 1597
Page, Arizona 86040
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Hey  11, 1990

Bureau of Land  Hsnagenent
Arizona Strip Distrfct
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

Att: nr. Denei.9  Curtis

Dear Nr. Curtis:

Being  I  concerned resident. and a past three te”  City Councilnan of Page,
Arirona.  I a0  writing you  tci  request. that ,ou  support Alte!xative  14 of the
Draft Pesourcc  Wanagenent  Plan for the Arizona Strip District.

I request that you DO NOT place addftionsl  resrelcrfons  on the land use for
the Arizona  Srripl

The draft BHP  does not adequately ~phasire  the role that multiple  use of
public lands play in the local econcuies in Northern Arizona and Southern
Utah. The canercial  activities. including uranfum  minfng, cattle grerFng. 1
the filming industries and recreation that occur on public lands in the
district have  a very meaningful and beneficial tipact for all residents
of this region.

There  are erany  pioneer families who settled in this area and have  spent their
lives improving the area to  wxke  a living and  to make the area habFtable for
others. The people and sat1  cannunitiee  need and deserve consideration vben
restriction on  land use for the Arizona Strip Fs  even considered. There is
so little private land in this area that we  need to 6td;)  placing additional
and unnecessary restrictions on  the development end use of such lands.

Federal lav requires BLH  to consider present and potential “se of public
lands in its land use plans. Additional restrfcfions  vi11 reduce the po-
tential  of the Arizona  Strip  District  Ln its ability to sustain an impor-
tant range of comt!lercia1  land  uses.

The  Arfrona  Wilderness Act returned to  rmlciple  use the  majority  of the
areas that the mP *cw  propose for restrictive management.

1. See comment response 04-2641.
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BIM
Page TV0

I  recontmend  t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f
Alternative  I1 or  14.

“Cufdelfne  Area B” and the adoption of
Alternatives I2 and  63 are  putting the same study

8rea  back under reerrictive  use circumveoring  the  agreanent  from  1984.

Please do not allov tNe to lapper,!

Director,
Public Relations

-z!

05-86

Mar  8, 1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona StriD  Distr ict
390 North 3050  East
St. George, UT 84770

Dew  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I  un not in favor of adding 452,800 acres  t o the al ready
excessi  uc wi ldcrness  dc*ignatcd  areas. I  haue  3ect-a  t h a t doing
this is  not  alwryr  beneficial to the land. YOU cm see  1 great
difference between the Kirbrb National Forest , and thr Park
Service ground around the  North Rim of the Grand Canron. There
is so much undergrowth that it  is  nearly lmpcssiblr  to  walk out
through the trees.

W C noed  to harvest the  t imber  ~csourccs  that  arc avai lable
t o  US. WC  have  the  facil it ies to do so. and we need  to keep  the
p*oplr  i n th is  at-c.  employed. In order to do this we must be
al IOWC~  to keep  the  under prwth  down. I recannend  a she1 tcred
wood harvest . These timber w-.as  choul  d  b e clrsrifcd in to
catagorr  A  with  intcnsivc  resource  uscagc.

I  support  Alternative 4 of the  l@lP  draft .

Thank you,
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M P Y  1 3 ,  1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curtis
8urQlU of Land ,',W,aQQ,"Qnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
S t .  GQOPQ~, U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I a m not happy about what I read in the draft of thr Resource
ManaQemen  t Plan for the Arizona Strip District. It is hard to
bcl  ieue that alternatiuc 2 is the preferred  method o f  manrQcmcnt.

::
This alternative would discourrpe  local druelopment.

iii Without this development, there would br several that would
CD suffer the affects of this type of manaQQmQnt  . I n o r d e r  t o

be sustained in this area, there  has to br future druelopment, or
there will bc no economic base  for us in Southern Utah and Nor-
thern Arizona.

There resources arc important to “*. Of the al ternatiues
available, I feel that rltrrnatiue  4 favors use and development
of these resources. Therefore, I  am in fauor  of this alternative
as 1OnQ l S multiple use  is stressed under future “W”ZlQM,Q”  t
methods.

Sinsercly,

Nay  11, 1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau Of Land t"b.nrQQmQnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. GtorQQ,  Utah 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I haue reviewed the  Resource ManaQQmtnt  Plan for the Arizona.
Strip. I was concerned &t the desire  of t irinQ up 452,800 acres
from this district. Fran wh&t  I  read, I  don’t  feel that this is
the ri Qht  approach to be takn. MY  choice of the alternrtiues  in
the Resource Management Plan for the CIrizonr  Strip is W4.

This land is needed  to meet  a multiple of needs. We  s h o u l d n ’ t
Put such a 1 imi t on what  it can do for the pcoplc  in this area.
This plan should be altered  to rcfcct  multiple USC.

W C already have cnOuQh  land tlcd up into wilderness. T h t r t is
grcrt  b e a u t y  i n  o u r  area, and the federal povernmcnt has control
over an extensive amount of these arc&s. WC can’t  just cater  to
the  tourists needs. We  need to Keep  some of our lands auai 1 able
for uses other than this. Keeping these lands open for use  for
their natural resources is critical to all of us in this area.

Thank-you,
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Mar 11, 1990

D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bure&u  o f  L a n d  HanaQQment
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
St .  George ,  L IT  84770

D e a r  t l r .  C u r t i s :

I fee l  that  a11 s teps  must  be  taken  to  make  sure  tha t  our  pub1  i c
I ands remain op*n for al1  to use. We al-* c o n s t a n t l y being

5
t h r e a t e n e d  b y those who think more wilderness i s n e e d e d .  W e
cannot  t i e  u p  o u r  l a n d s  i n t o  t h i s  t y p e  o f  s i n g l e “SO. Mu1  tiplc
“Se needs to be maintained on the majority  of our public I ands.
After readinp  the  dra f t  o f  the  Resource Management Plan, I am  in
f avor  o f  al  ternrtive  4. however, more s t ress  needs  to  be  p laced
o n  m u l t i p l e  u s e  management  of  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t .

W h i l e  t h e  RMP  does  Ident i fy  spec i f i c  ac t iv i t i es  and env i ronmenta l
impacts that  my need attention, i t  a lso  f requent ly  demonst ra tes
that many such impacts are temporary, and  tha t  fu r the r  repulatibn
i s “““CC.ss*PY. The impacts o f  u r a n i u m  mininp  i n  t h e D is t r i c t
has been s h o w n to be manapeabl  l and temporary w h e n proper-1 Y
regu la ted  by  the  BLM. Al ternat  ives  2 & 3  propose to  w i thdraw
addi  t i onal acreage  to “minimize adverse e f f e c t s  o f m i  ncral
o p e r a t i o n s . ’

Ex is t ing  management  has been demonstrated to be adequate to
minlmlze  o r avold  p r o b l e m s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  type  o f mining
t h a t i s  f o r e s e e a b l e  i n  t h i s  D i s t r i c t . T h i s  b e i n g  t h e case, I
supper t a l t e r n a t i v e  (14. T h e  n e e d  f o r  a r e a - w i d e ’  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o n
use has not been demonstrated.

T h a n k  You,
I

05-90

Hay 12, 1990

D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Management
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

8ecause t h e r e i s  s o  m u c h  o f  t h e  a r e a  a r o u n d  u s  i s  t i e d  u p
i n t o  Wi  Iderness, wi ldcrness  area  s tudy , na t iona l pat-k:s, etc.
there  i s  no t  an  excess  o f  p r iva te  l ands  ava i l ab le  fo r cofunercial
development.  W e at-c  VQPY d e p e n d a n t  u p o n  t h e  r e s o u r c e s  t h a t  o u r
p u b l i c l a n d s  p r o v i d e . T h e s e  l a n d s  s h o u l d  b e  a v a i l a b l e for a
mu l t ip le  o f  uses  includi’ng  g r a z i n g ,  m i n i n g ,  a n d  t i m b e r .

Our pub1  ic 1  l nds need to be made avai  Iable  to meet the needs
o f  mmy. We  need  to  ensure  the  our  ca t t l e  w i l l  con t inue  to  have

I and to graze on, a n d  t h a t  t h e  n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  r e m a i n  a v a i l a b l e
t o prov i de economica l ly  fo r  many . O u r  e x i s t e n c e  i n  t h i s area
is dependent upon these condi  t Ions.

Af tQP r e v i e w i n g the  MP f o r  t h e  A r i z o n a S t r i p I support
Al ternat  i uc 4. w e  m u s t not  lose  access  to these important
resources . P r o v i s i o n s  t o  a l l o w  f o r  m u l t i p l e  u s e  o f  t h e  S t r i p  a r e
l ssent i al , a n d  t h e  d r a f t  s h o u l d  b e  a l t e r e d  t o  a l l o w  s u c h  use.

Thank you,



0591 0592

flay  10. 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizone  Strip District
390 N. 3050 E.
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear  HI-,  Curti%:

I hevc reviewed a copr of  the  Resource Management Plan
draft for the Plrizona  Strip. I am concerned that the BLII  has
gone  ouwboerd  in i  tr desire to protect this area.

I real  ire that there arc areas  of critical Environmental
concern. These shou  1 d be deal t w# th, but in the proc.s*  w e
shou  I d m&c sure that we  tic up as little arca as possible to
protect them. The RYIP  has not done that. The BLM should rccurl-
uat* the proposed  ACECs  to determine whether restrIctIons  on the
l ntirt areas  proposed l re necessary.

in
I support al tcrnat  iur  4; however, a review of this m;:l;fr  is

order. I also feel  thet modifications need to be to
assure that multiple use  of this area continues.

/ kar\ab  city\

nay 14. 1990

nr.  ~tnnf6 cwm
Bureau of Lend Kenegement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah 04770

Dear Kr. Curtis:

I am writing again to comment on the dseft Resource
Maoagemcnt  Plan for the Arizona+  Strip District. The Ksnab. Utah
area is en economically  depressed ezee and is vitally effected by
the mLnerels. timber. grazing end rectcetionel  uses of the
Arizona strip.

Kaibab Timber end Energy Fuels arc tvo of OUT largeat
employers in this era.. end P large petccntege  of their employees
live in Konab. Some of our cettlc gxowers .re also involved ao
well .s the rccrcetional  industry in both wintez and auemer.

Host  of this .ree is very remote and I personally feel that
you do not need to make any changes. our mining company does en
excellent fob and does not disturb the natural axees except for
the actual afnl.nS  site and this is restored to its original  look
when they are finished. The timber compeny  does select cutting
and property manage  the forests, 80  that they ten  be productive
on a perpetual baris.

Your R.P.H. has been brought to nay attention several times
in the pest few weeks and the more I read and hear. the more I
vent to protest against it. Uy wish if for you to "leave well
enough alone."

Thank you for your time.

~ernfe Ripper
t4.3YOT

BR/rhj



0593

Mar 11, 1990

Denn~r Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
s t .  G*orpo,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis8

I do not feel that the Re%ourcc  flanrnqement  Plan draft  for
the firizona  Strip properly  addresses multiple use. This area  can

T
meet  the needs of many  people  if  it  is not locked up into a
single us* plan. Wildernes% is important, but I  don’t  see  the
need to add  to what we  alrcsdy  have. Mu1 tiple use of our pub1  IC
lands is essential to the suru~ual  of many. Ranchers and those
who profit from the natural  resources depend on continual use of
these resources. We cannot exist  in this area without them.

These restrictions impose substantial costs for pubIic  land
users and potential public land users. They eliminate
opportunities to take maximum adVantage  of the resources of the
District. Chapter IV  of the RtiP examines impacts only in the
context of a sinQl*  resource.

Because I feel that the collective impacts of such rcqula-
tionr is not identified or is dramatically understated throuqhout
the RtlP, 1 cannot support al ternatiues  2 or 3. I am in support
of  rlternatlue 4 with modifrctions stressing mulriple  use.

Thank you,

0594

May 11, 1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I  do not agree with the preferred alternative (2)  in the
Resource MrnrQement Plan for the CIrizona Strip. 4fter  a review
of this draft, I support Alternative 4 with modifications
stressing multiple use.

This region  hosts many  resources. It nerds to be managed  in
such a way as to make these resources available for our use. WC
need these resources for our finxial  well beinp.

A better approach would be management planning. 4cccss and
road planninp  are needed in place  of remoteness management. An
area doesn’t need to be designated as wilderness in order to stay
that way!



05-95

Mar 1 1 ,  1 9 9 0

05-96

flay  8, 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

Dew Mr. Curtis:

I haue  examined the draft of the Resource flanagemcnt  Plan
for the Arizona strip. I do not wish to see addi ttonal  regula-
tions from ELM. Rtmotcness will exist because of its location,

<
lack of population, and lack of roads which are e i thcr  paved or

_I,
have easy access.

kz I have toured the area around the ‘Arizona Strip” and found
that multiple use can and does exist harmoniously. I hauc  toured
the area where reclamation has been completed on thr uranium site
locations. Energy Fuels  should be canmended  for the f ine job of
replacing the land to its primitive state.

I feel that Al ternat  iuc 4 is the best al ternative of the
FHP. We have seen that these resources can be used with out
upsetting the  environment  of the Arizona Strip permanently. If
the  area is properly managed the resources can be used and
recrcationai  opportunities can stil l  abound. WC don’t need  to
limit the potential development of this rtQion.

I  feel  that FI1  ternrtive 4 with modifications stressing mul-
tiple USC is in the  best interest of cuar~onc  concerned.

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land iirnagcment
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
st. Ge~rpc, UT 84770

Dear H r .  Curtisr

I  haue  read  the Resource hlanaganwnt  Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip. I wasn’t real  lr excited about any of the
Al ternatiurs as they WC~C  stated. Of the altcrnatiucs l uailablr
I support *4, but I feel  that this l ltcrnrtivc could be revised
to better reflect the needs of the people in this reQion.  I t
needs to be modified to reflect  multiple use of these public
1 l rids.

WI hauc  many needs that need to be meet  from our public
1 ands. Because  opportuni tics to use  private lands are so
1 imitrd, WC depend heauily on our public lands to fil I in the
QaPs. Beyond the us* of this area for rrcrcat i on are those who
depend on it for their l ivelihood. This area does much to pro-
vide for the needs of many In Northern Arizona and Southern Utah.

I  feel  that WC should rcuisr this alternative to reflect  the
needs of many. Our al tcrnrtiuc should be more in tune with
mu1  tlplo use.
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ri2.Y  10, 1990

05-98

my 11, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtts
Bureau of Land Man&gcment
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
S t .  George,  LT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

I have  examined  a COPY  of  the  draft  of  the  Rrsourcc flanrgc-
mtnt  Plan for  the  Arizona  Strip. MY CE~C.P~  I its with the  Area  S
designations.

The RtlP lists various are*,  qualifying for special manage-
mrnt. In OY  opinion, thrw are  the  VCPY  areas which should be
left op.” CO  that whatever is needed  "my  br l ccapl ished. I f
sensitive artas  are  excluded fran  certain  uses, w mar  be rhoo-
tlng 0UrS~lV*8 in the  foot by l imiting the management tools
available  to use.

I real izc that WC should be  concerned about there areas, but
1 feel that you have  brcn  ouerrcalious  in your efforts to protect
them. Each area should bc examined  and a decision made on a case
by case  basis.

Al tcrnat lue 4 sccmr  to bc  the best approach to iaYe  at this
time o n  the  strip. These lands should not be tied up. Lets allow
for multiple use  our public lands.

Sincerely,

Dennis Curtis
SUrcaU  Of Land ,‘,ln~QW”Mt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  G e o r g e ,  LIT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr. C u r t i s :

Mrnr significant chanqes could occur on the Arizona Strip if
Altcrnrtiucs  2 or 3 are adopted from the  Resource Management Plan
of  the Arizona Strip. ChrnQcr would affect 1 ivrstock  operations
and mlncrrl  cxploration/deuclopmcnt.

If altrrnativc  4 wwc adopted rnanr  of these operations could
continue as presently constituted. This is a very important step
if WC want to continue to reside  in the area surrounding the

Arizona s t r i p . Ue nerd to emphasis mu1  tiplr use  of our pub1 i c
1 andr . They need to be used by all.
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l-lay  ii  I 1 9 9 0

05-100

Mar  10,  1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land fla”aQN”e”t
Ar izona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George, L I T  94770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I road in the newspaper Congressman Hansen’s statement at the
Republican Convention in Kanab. Hansen  warned about the grwi  “Q
p o w e r  o f w h a t  he termed  *a  new  b r a n d  o f environmentalist--the

T

cxtrcmi  st . . He  a l s o  s a i d , “The environmental  i  st  are by far the
strongest people in Washington. ’

;;; much w i t h Hansen’s rtatemen  t. I am greatly
CJl I  a g r e e very

concerned with the  growing trend  toward wi lderness. A t  the  ratr
W C *l-c wing, Southern Utah could well beccmc ‘wal  I-to-wa1  I
nat  i onal  parlts’  .

We need to taKc  a stand. These environmentalists need to be put
in thei r place. I s u p p o r t  a l  ternatiue  4  o f  t h e  IUiP  o f  t h e
Arizona  S t r i p . Let’s lrt  these people Know  that  we  are tired  Of
beinp  pushed around. Keep our public lands open to multiple use!

ThanK  Y O U ,

“-e,t&

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
hrirona  Str ip  D ist r ict
3 9 0  North 3050 East
st. George, UT 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Cur t i 5 :

1  am aware that you are  examining the Arizona Strip Region
to determine i f  some  changes  arc needed. Although I am  not ful  IY
aware of al 1 aspects of the  Rrsource  ManaQwacnt  Plan draft ,  1  am
contcrnrd  that your desires lean towards sett ing aside more  land
for rccrert  i onal  use, and more  specif ical ly  towards the  wi lderness
t y p e  o f  rccrcation.

Retreat ion is important to us al I. W C  a r e  very  1ucKr  t o
1 i uc  in this arca  where great beauty abound. WC  can’t ignore the
other great resources the Arizona Strip has  t o offer. Rccrea-
tional  and cconaical  use of this dirtrict  can exist topether.

Altcrnatiuc  4 ts the  best alternative avai lable t o  u**.
Provis ions must bc included to al low the use of this 1 and f o r
mul t ip le purposes. Proper man.Qcm~n  t i s th is key t o  t h i s
SUCCCSII.

Thank you,



05-101

liar  14. 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tianrgcment
firizona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Fir. C u r t i s :

I aprrc with th? prowlsions  stated  in l ltcrnatiuc 4 of the

::
Resource ManaQmrnt  Plan for the firirona  Strip. Under this plan,
current managwncnt  would continue in most areas. WC cannot aI low
these rrsources  to be cut  of f  frcm us. Many in this wea have
becane  dependant on them for the 1 ivcl  ihood.

Extcnsiue  recreational  uses will also continue. This area WI I I
remain open to those who like to camp, scenic  tour, and  USC their
OHUs.  There will also  be recreation  available to the  backpackers.

Under al tcrnrt iuc 4, I  fwl that the needs of many can bc add-
ressed. This area down’t  need to be l imited in the manner that
is being planned under the  preferred  l lternatiuc. Modifications
should be made  to stress multiple use  of  these public lands.

Sincerely,

05-102

Mar  11, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I hauc skimned ouw the  draft o f  the Resource Hanagwnent
Plan for thr Clrizona  Strip. I t  sewno  t h a t  the ‘rcmote!ness’  t r e n d
is continuing. It is time to consider the economic  side of  this
issue.

There is always going to be wilderness land wailabl+.  I a m
concerned t h a t  at t h e  rate  W,‘rC  QOinQ, there  isn’t  Qeing  to  be
land  l urilablc for grazing l d our resources are all going to bc
IocKcd up. Then what are we going to do?

We  depend on these resources for our cxistencr  in this area.
I f  WC are not allowed  to continue to explore  the resources, then
l ucntually many are going to laosc jobs and have to 1ooK for work
rl srwhcrr  . It is obuious  that seucral  in our cawnunitics  won’t be
able  to stay here i f  we  aren’t  rllcwad  to use  these resources.

Adopt al tcrnat  ivr 4. Keep  these resources open  and auai I -
able  to us now and in the future.

Thank Y O U ,



05103 05104

May  I ! ,  J990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land J-Ianrgcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I feel that the Rcsourcc Managwwnt Plan draft for the Arizona
Strip i s b i  asrd  twrrds the cnvironmontrlists. Designating
452.800 is too extreme of a III~~SUPC. The problems on the  Arizona

::
Strip can be handled in such a way  as to allow for deuclopmcnt
nw and In the future.

G
-.J I  support al tcrnat  ivc 4, i t  i s  i n  t h e  best interest  o f the

residents of Southern Utah and Northern Arizona. We  depend  o n
the  continued use of these resources. We  need  to stress multiple
USC of out-  natural PCSO~PCCS.

Mr. Dennis Curtis
BLtl  Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 04770

DIW- nr. curti5;

tlay 15,199o

I have reviewed  Thr Arizona Strip Resource Planagemmt  Plan DEIS
and  find the following items which need  to be changed:

1. The plan stresses rrmotness without much management on
large acrrag~s  of the Strip. Remotness is not about to be lost in
this vast  area. Planned ~CCIIE is l necessity for the wise
management of thr F)~OUKPI  of the Strip.

2. Hultiplr Us*  doe% not 'r-n in evidence. I 54%  hardly my
mention  o f  the  timber  rmsourcl).  and what  is actually defined is
in all the ~ltemrtivra to cut or thin for enhancement of EomP
other PIIOUFC~, w h i c h  ir not sound timber management. What
little  timber at-ma  is left for Multiple Use, should bm  managed
intensively for increased productivity.

Sincrrrly,

Charles P. McCormick
P.O.  Box 211
Frcdonia, ariz.nla  86422



05-l  05

U~Y  a,  1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
BLM
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

Ye are asking you to consider the fact that the Paris
Wilderness Bill of 1984 was agreed upon by all involved
and areas were  designated at that time.

Please do not allow further restrlctlons,  Alternatives 2
& 3, to circumvent this agreement.

We urge you to support Alternative 4 of the Draft Resource
Management Plan l%r the Arizona Strip District. .

Thank you for your assistance.

Page, Arizona

05-I 06

Mar 14, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
But-au  of Land ManaQcm,nt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
st. Gcorpe,  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The  oucrall  focus of the Rcsourca flanagemcnt  Plan for the
Arizona Strip is centered on remoteness. I do not agree  on
the proposed  type of mmagamwt  methods. The  prcf rrrcd
l lternrtiue suggests designating several areas for some type of
‘special mansgamsnt’.

This emphasis is not what the natural resources need. There
are adequate primitive areas in and around the  Arizona Strip. Wr
now need to act ivoly cat-c  for the rcnewablc resources for
sustained productivity as you listed in the district wide objec-
tives.

I  believe  that alternative 4 Is the most feasible of the
proposed al ternat  i vcs. I t  should , hewever,  be al tcred  to

Thank you,



05-I 07

Mar  12. 1990

05-I  08

M&Y  12, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Wirona  Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. G~oI-Q~,  UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I have briefly examined the Resource Management Plan draft
for the Arizona Strip. The BLM’r disire to lock up mot-c  of  our
precious lands seems obvious to me. I  d o n ’ t  feel  t h a t  thlr i n
the best interests of the majority. I thought that the majori  tr
counted when these types of decisions are made.

It is important that W.  protect our natural resources, but
lets not overdo it! Setting aside 77,000 acres into wilderness
is acceptible  to me if it is absolutely necessary to do this to
protect it. Keep our Pub1  ic Lands open to be used by all in a
well managed and reasonable way. Adopt al ternatiue  4, but make
modifications stressing mutlplr use.

Sincerely,

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 Erst
S t .  George, U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr. Curtis

When it comes to the use of our pub1  ic 1 l ndr i t essential that
sane of them remain open to multiple use. Our public lands can
meet the needs of many, and indeed it is the responriblItY Of Sill
management to see that this is the case.

I don’t feel that the additional regulations that are called for
in the Resource Management Plan draft for the Arizona Strip
we necessary. Their impact would affect an entire area, and
would categorical 1Y  l l iminate  or impede other pub1  ic uses. This
is not efficient use of our resources nor good public land manage-

mcnt  policy. Indeed, elimination of categories of uses on an
area-wide basis without regard for the capetibiIity  of a sprci-
fit  proposed use and the protected resource, does not fulfill
ELM’s obligation to mrnrge for multiple use.

Alternative 4 would be the best method for management of this
area. It is essential that measures be taken to assure that the
Arizona Strip will be open to the use of many. We can do this br
making rlterrtions  to the draft representing this’ need.



05-I 09

nay 8, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Management
firizona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George,  UT 84770

Dear Mr Curtis:

I do not agree with your apparent desire to lock up 452,800

5
act-es  into wi 1 dcrncss. I have read the  Resource Management Plan,
and I  found little  cuidcncr  that ShQlrs  the need for this type of

%
action.

0 There i s n o  evidence  thrt the foreseeable  demand  f o r
country recreation will ever approach the bacKcountry

brcK-
rccreat  ion

capac  i tr of previously restricted lands. Consequ*ntlr, thr
additional regulation presently proposed in the MP is not ncces-
SW-Y t o  prcscrvc the opportunity to l Xp,l-ie�C,
throughout either the region or the  district,

remoteness

I ferl that alternative 4 1s tht only  alternative that can
Keep this land available to the many other needs that WC  haue  now
and i# t h r  fUtUrQ. The loss of th?se precious resources would
cause an rconaical  impact that many could not suruiue.
am in support of

Thus, I
adopting alternative

stressing multipI* use.
4 with modifications

ThanK  you,

05-110

Mar 8, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Burcru  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, LIT 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

After reading the Arizona Strip Natural Resource Management Plan,
I  have scicctcd  Altcrnatiuc 4 . 1 realixcd that the multiple use
of OOP pub1 I c lands was not discussed. This plan should be
altered to reflect  a need  for multiple use  of  these pub1 Ic lands.

The last 20 years the ELM leadership  has worKed with the people
Of Southern Utah and Northern Arizona. With the changes of
assignments and staff changes, I hauc  began to be concernrd  about
how long this attitude will last. I support mu1  tiplc use of our
pub1 i c 1 ands, and I feel  that those who have positions with the
BLn  should do the sane.

The surrounding areas  around the Arizona Strip are rconcwaically
depriued. Unemployment is high part of the year, and its an on
going problem when scan  people want to I imit use  to our pub1  ic
lands. I Know that by worKing wi th the BLM and good planning,
that multiple use of lands can and will  be bcnificial  to the
people in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah. Please consider
FIl  ternat  i V* 4.

Sinccrly,



05-111

tldY 12, 1990

05-112

nrr 9 ,  1990

Dtnnis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  George, U T  84770

Dear  Hr. Curtis;

I I . . no need  to take  prospwious  land and tic it up into
wi I dcrnrss. Wa  have wcn from previous experience that the
resources of the  Arizona Strip cm be  harvested and  the land br
restored back to it natural state. There  rcsourccs are vital to
our continued rcsidencr  in this area. Without these  Jobs, many
people  will hauc  to relocate  their families.

Your decision to put more  of WP  public land into wilderness
wi I I cduse  a great rconaric  stress on the  residents  of Nor them
Arizona and Southern  Utah. The proposed nanagwwn  t prescr i p t i ens
will adwrscir  affect important s*g+nwIts  of the  public.

4s .  rrsult o f  rxisting  federalwstrictions imposed
throughout the region. and the relatively limited  private  land in
the  region, the camnunitles contained within or located very near
to the  Arizona Strip District we l wtrcmelr sensitive  to further
federal  restrictions  on the use  of this limited land.

The Resource  Managcncnt  Plan 1 lsts  4 different altcrnativcs
that arc being rwiwtd  by the BLH. I am in support of R4. This
al tcrnat  i V* needs  to be  modified to stress multi’ple use  in the
district. Kcrp  these  lands  avai  1 able to the needs  of al I !

Thank YOU, II

Dcnnir  Curtis
Bureau of Land Wanagcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
S t .  Geor94, LIT  8 4 7 7 0

Mr. Curtis:

I  have read through the draft of the  Resource Manrgwwnt Plan f o r
the Arizona Strip District. I  feel  that the BLtl  is narrow in its
focus on thr  only public lands in the  area that remain subject  to

mu1  tiplc “IC. This leaves  a distorted picture of rppropr i dtr
m.nag*men  t goals.

It doesn’t mrkc  any sense to look at the need for brckcountrv
recreation in a district already  in isolation. I f  one  l o o k s  a t
thr regional picture, it is clear  that within southern Nevada.
southern Utah, and Northern Arizona, there arc far more  opportu-
nities for the public to experience ‘rtmotrnrss’ on public I ands
than for  a11 other significant competing uses of  the  public lands
combined.

PI ease rc*xaminc  41  tcrnat  iuc four. I  didn’t  notice  any mention
of multiple use  under this alternative. I support al tcrnrt iv4
four with modifications 8trcssing multiple use.

Thank YOU,



05-113

Mar  10, 1990

nr. Dennis Curt is Mr.  Dennis  Curt is
Bureau of Land MJnJQement BUreJU  O f  LJnd  tla”JQ*m*“t
firizona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 EJst 390 N. 3050 E.
S t .  G~oPQ~,  U T  8 4 7 7 0 St.  Gcorg*,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Curt is : DeJr  Mr .  Cur t i s :

The residents in this JreJ  depend h*Juily  on  what  l i t t le
p u b l i c  IJnd  i s  JvJilJble  f o r  m u l t i p l e  use, In our  JI-•J  much of

$ this publ ic lrnd  is  e ither  within Jn fndiJn  reservation,  or
d*siQnJt*d  for  son?.  form  O f  restrictive  #“J,JJQC,“.nt  b y  QLt”l,  t h e
Forest Service, o r  t h e  NJtionJi  P~rlc  Seruice.

I don’t JQP**  with the preferred JIternJtivr  l i s ted  in the
Resource MJnagcment  Plan  for the AritonJ  St r ip  Raglo”. T h i s  JrcJ
cJn  be used by mJny  different people for many different purposes.

T O think that we  cJn’t  rhrre  th is  land Jnd nrkc  i t  JVJilJble  t o
s*u*rJl  people seems shortsighted to me.

I rc~lire  that  sane  of our public 1Jnd  needs to be plrcrd
under restr ict  iv* Use  of one type or JnOther, I t  i s  importJnt
thJt  W,  pr*S*ru*  t h e  nJtUPJ1  b*JUtY  i ”  OUP  JPeJ. 814  t i t seems
thJt  there is  J  push to tie up more Jnd more of our product iv*
IJndS  J”d  d*SlQnJt*  them Js wi lderness.

W i t h i n  t h e  itma*diJt*  r e g i o n , litcrrlly  m i l l i o n s  o f Jcres
hrvc  JlWJdY  been restricted in one WJY  or  JnOther  from COIJpetinQ
uses  to promote bJckcountry  r*cr*JtiOn. I  d o n ’ t  feel  t h a t  Jnyone
h a s the author ity t0  make a decision Js SeriOUS  Js th is that
could CJUS. so much hJrdship  to the pcop1  l in t h e  o u t l y i n g
comnuni  t ies .

The ArizonJ  St r ip  serves  the needs of m~nr  people in our
area. We can’t JffOrd  to lose thr  Use  o f  i t s  r e s o u r c e s . These
mining.  t imber, and grazing resources connot  be replJCed. This
JreJ  needs to r*mJin  J pl~cr  of  mult iple use. It  i s  *sS*ntiJt
thJt  we don’t  l imit  i t  to one use.

I  think thJt  the f i rst  step to take to Jssure  th is  mult ip le  use
is to Jdopt Jltcrnatiue  ‘4  with modificJtion8  strc’ssing  mul t ip le

U S C .

I support Jl t*rnJtivr  4)  however, it needs to be modif  i l d to
stress mult ip le  U SC  of  the Arizona Strip. T h i s  region  n e e d s  t o
be kept l uailJbl* for multiple Use. WC  don’t need  to  rest r ic t  i t
from JI  I other resources just to hJv*  1 Jnd JvJi  IJblc  for bJCk-
pJCkinQ. Effcctiue  mJnJQcm*nt  is  the solut ion to.  th is  situJtion,
not ticing  up more of our public tJ”d  for this one purpose.

Sinccrelr,

Sincerely,

05-114
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Hay 9, 1990

05-116

May 10,  1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Sir:

Please do not place any more restrictions on public use
lands, i.e. the Arizona Strip District.

r: I ask you to support the 4th Alternative of the Draft
Resource Hanagement Plan for the Arizona Strip District.

I support mining, grazing and recreational use of this land
and ask that the BLH do the same.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

tlr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Mansgcrent
Clrizona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. 6COrQP, m 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

There is alwrrs  poing  to be wilderness for those desiring to
“%. iC for  rccrcat  ions1 purports. Natural conditions, 1 and
ownership, existing federal  rcqulstion snd the lack of demand for
an* comnerc  i a1 deuelopmcnt  ensure that  the basic character of
the entlrc Arizona Strip region  is, and  throuphout  t h e planning
cycle will remain ‘rcmot*‘.

I  d o  n o t  f i n d  i t  ~CCCSSWY  t o  tie  u p  452,800  a c r e s  t o  be
assured thrt W C  w i l l  s t i l l  haur land suailsblc f o r .  brckcountrr
“%@. 1 support alternative #4  from the RWP draft. Pi .a,.  tskc

my  view i n t o  considcrstion.

Sincerely,

Page, AZ 86040
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tlw 9, 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Surrru  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Gmrgc,  U-f  84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis

1. realize that it is in our best interest that the ELM
reviews  the Arizona Strip periodically. MY biggest concern at
this time is that  our ar*a  may be  economically +ffected  by any of
the possible changes that could taKc  place.

Bccausc  I am financially dependent  on the  rcsourccs  of  the
Arizona Strip, any chanpcs could have  a serious affect upon mc.
I’M  rwicwed  thr Resoure Mrnrgcmcnt Plan and I don’t  aQr@e  with
t h i n g s  as thrr u-e stated. This plan is rwtremrlr  important to
myself and to my family. It has an impact an my income.

WC need to USC and practice good management  when it deals
with multiple USC of our public lands. In  the past, the ELM has
been  rcspansi  vr and thus, the mare  restriction and acres tied or
locKed up in remoteness would be detrimental to the people  in
this area. LIftcr  canparinp  the four alternatives, onr must think
which is the best for  the people of this area. I am in support
of l ltrrnatiuc 4 with changes rcflcctinp  multiple. use  to reflect
the needs  of many.

Thank-you,

05118

May  10,  1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Mrnagcncnt
firitona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Georg*  UT 84770

Dear  Mr Curtis:

There was a grrat  similarity of the  lands proposed in the
Arizona Strip Resource Manage  plan draft for wilderness
designation to those that were  rcleasrd by congress frm  wilder-
ness designation. Congress determined that these lands be rc-
turned to multiple use.

Congress has established processes for wilderness dcsigna-
tions  and withdrawal actions. It chose not to designate  with-
draw*1  of  these areas. liuch of the local  and  national ruppor  t  for
the wilderness lcgislrtion was based on the  release  of such lands
for multiple use. BLM should not now propose to do what Congress
chose not to do.

Altcrnatiut  4 would be in harmony with the  previous actions
undertaKen by Congress. It should, howucr,  be modified to
stress multiple use  of  the  Arizona Strip.

Sincerely,
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HP7  14, 1990

05-120

Mar 10, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  Gcorgc,  U T  84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I want to stand up and be counted. I am in favor of l ltrrnrtiuc
4 of thr Resource Manrgcmcnt  Plan for the +?rirona  Strip District.
It is in the best interest of residents in Kanab  and Frrdonia.

Man7 depend o n the continued use and development of these
rccouces for their livelihood. Ticing  up 452.800 additional
acres would place restrictions on mineral douclopment, t imbcr
harvesting, and QrarinQ  riphts. The  effects would be drtrcmentsl
to us if alternatives 2 or 3 arc adopted. I support 01 tcrnat  iv*
4 with modifications stressing multiple use of our lands. we  kll
“red to use our pub1  i c 1 ands. Don’t  I ini  t their use to just a
few.

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  o f  L a n d  Managomcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  GCOrQC,  LJT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear I-W.  Curtis:

I  attempted  to read the Resource Manaprment Plan for the
Arizona Strip. I wasn’t very  successful1  in my attempt to under-
stand all o f  the aspects of this draft. The  d r a f t  does n o t
provide a clear  statmcnt about the natur?  of  BLH’s proposed
manapcmcnt  prescriptions. For example, i t  repeated17  refers t o
‘mankgemcnt  guidelines”  for  ‘area  8’.  The  ‘guidelines’  themselves
a r e  never clear17  defined. It is not possible to provide mean-
ingful  cumwnt on such Qultilincs  i f  the7 arc not id+ntified.

The fact  that alternatives 2 and 3 call  for  tieinp up
452,800 additional acres  into wilderness is very distrubing to
me. I  don’t  feel  that this is necesskry  in order  to preserve  the
beauty  o f  t h i s  area. I support altcrnatiuc 4. However, wc  must
be certain that these chmws will not affect the resources that
WC now “SC. Modifications also need to bc  made to this altcrna-
tive stressing multiple us* man.qjemcnt.



05-121 05-122

N8y9.  1990

Dapnie  hX-ti6  be611  Of trnd  HIMgepent
ArisoM  Stri Di6trict

tie39ONorth30  Ewt
St. George. UT S-4710

I~WritiDgtOC~
for t&B Arlronr  strip.

t" the &8ftBeBoorce  Yarmg~~tPlul

AB 88 cqlo7(~  of L coPtract@  c~mprn,rhich i6 involved in
ur6nium~oOthekizon6strip, I d6
rrd th.ir  r.K)(lfC.6  fob ., liVd.%OOd. p"

pdonour public Ian&
uvaqconc-dthrt

the Laudbe  mugged  for altip  uee adaot  ftut&or  rwtricted

future without  addftiaml rqpl8ta-y  restrictions.

Z.ttfut.  theoaly&hg  in jeopardyoatheAri.mmaStrlp  16
the  8bilitr  of QS local rwidakt6  tofind  8ndkeem  ..EIPI.  decant

reguL8tory  cwttrol~.  Kit&  t&e
of ever-lncre86iig  govei?nawal
huge -toffedu8LlutdBin

t&e regia  Cmchef which i6 8lre8dyrithdrwn  from comerci8l
utiritiw>.  VB h8VB  bseu  fmcbd  to rely  on 1- piysng,  often
6668d job6 inthO&VV- t aZ tartbt-rd&.d6e&‘X#.  =h8
mbingdtfrkr lxulmtriu provide m8ay  of u6 8 decent  living
Y .Bll  Y 88 W6elttid BQLVCe o f  tax revemtee  f o r  mu
CetieB .

k mch  a6 I would  prefer no 8dditia8.l  r66trictiau cm th6
1rrrdS  Of the hi- strip, 1 XeiliZ.3 tbt
dictrte  t&&6- lrnd-t reri6ism6 r

litical rerlitie6
e m8de. Kith  taut

inmind, I recommd &t-the BU supportAlternative  lrith
rodificrtioru  that.  will  e-6 intsnairs  multip1r,  ue.  of &Q
reBource6.

Th6nk  you for the opportunity to express my *fem.

Sincerely, V

Seven F. Ward
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May 15. 1990

Mar  9 .  19w

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Eurcru of Land IlrnaQtmcnt
CIrironr  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah  04770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

I feel that it could bc detrimental to us in this area i f
Alternatives 2 or 3 are adopted fran  the IWP draft  of  the  Arizona
Strip. Thus, 1 feel  that adopting Alternative 4 is the OOlY

-5
answer.

In OUP at-e*  there are more  o f  o u r  l a n d s  owned  a n d  operated
by the federal gwcrnwnent  than in many places. A large  portion
of the Strip such as the  265,000 acres  of wildness, is al ready
of f l imits t o  multipI*  “se. We nmcd to increase rather than
decrease opportunities for economic dwuelopment  in this region.

It is inconsistent with our needs to have  more  of these
I l nds taken l w*y fran  us. This rqion needs to continue as a
nultiplc  use  *Pea. We  don’t  need to tie it up into more  wildrr-
nc*s. There are already  more places  l uailrblc for this typo of
pcop  1 l than they can  p o s s i b l y  enJoY. You need  to take into
consideration the  needs of us, the people  i n  t h i s  area.  The  l o s s
of these resources would be  irreplaccablc.

BLM - Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear  Mr. cu.rris;

My family and I spend quite a bit of time exploring and
camping in the Arizona Strip Area. I have tried to
remain informed as to the proposals and plans being
formulated for this area, and have decided that, in my
opinion, alternative M of the management plan should be
adopted.

Many of our friends here in Page utilize the area for
family outings, whether it be camping or hunting, and the
restrictions called for in alternatives 2 and 3 would
prohibit many of our weekend recreation opportunities.

I also have heard that further restrictions will severely
hinder the livelihoods of several Page area residents who
are cattle ranchers in the Paris and House Rock Valley
areas.

Please do all in your power to prevent this from
happening. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Yours Truly,

Mr>  Karen Rinker
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Hay  7, 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3 0 5 0  E a s t
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

Please support the 4th Alternative of the Resource Management

5
Plan for the Arizona Strip District.

s It is my understanding that when the Paris Wilderness bill
a was created that all those involved said that the areas

that should be wilderness were designated. why  are you
now putting this area back under restrictions?

The plan should encourage multiple use such as mining. grazing
and recreational us.

Please help us to keep this from happening.

05-126

Hay 8, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Burearu of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390  North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

A3 a concerned citizen of the Page, Arizona area I ask
that you support the 4th Alternative of the Draft Resource
Hanagement  Plan for the Arizona Strip District.

As a long time resident of the area I feel that we should
not use any more public lands for wildnerness  areas. Some

e left for recreational purposes, grazing and

Arizona a6040
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Hay 1 3 ,  1 9 9 0 Mar  11. 1990

Dennis  Curtis
Gurrau  of Land tlanapemcnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George,  UT 84770

Dear Hr. C u r t i s :

MY bipgcst  concern after reading the draft  of  the Resource
llrnagement  P l a n  f o r  the firirona  S t r i p  i s  t h a t  there  seems  t o  be
no mention of multiple use. The  S t r i p  c a n  meet  the needs o f  more

c than one  type of people, and I  think  that it is important that
r!, modifications stressing multiple use be adapted into the RnP.
6
(0 I am  against l ltcrnatiues 2 and 3. WC can’t  afford to lose

this much additional land  to wilderness. I do support al tcrna-
tivc 4 as long as l UerY effort is made  to see that access remains
to the resources this region holds.

Please consider my view when  this issue is settled.

Thank YOU,

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hrnagcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

WC  arc frcrd  with the responsibl  i  ty of makinq  sane UVY
important decisions concerning the Arizona Strip. I  thinK  that
the WI  d e c i s i o n  t h a t  s h o u l d  be made  i s  that  WI  keep these l a n d s
l urilablc for multiple USC. This area  can br ured  by many.  WC
shouldn’t shut off  the flow of its important natural resource.

Tying up so many additional acres  into wilderness is nut
poing  t o  meet the needs  o f  the people  i n  o u r  area.  N o t  only d o
these lands  p r o v i d e  f o r  rccrcrtionrl  use, but thy also provide
an economic base for many people. This area  is hard pressed for
good year  around cmploymcnt. Tourism is Qood  for sane, but it
can’t provide for all. T o  t&c the o p p o r t u n i t y  away  fran the
people  in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah to expand and grow
would cause a great  economical strain.

I support c)i  tcrnat  i  we  4  of  the Resource flanagcmcnt PI an for
the Arizona Strip Region; howrvrr, it is necessary that modifi-
cation% be made  to it stressing multiple USC. .

Sincerely,
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nay 10, 1990

05-130

nay 9, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land ManaGemerit
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
S t .  George, UT 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Pit-.  Curtis:

I  believe that WC  nerd to plan for the future if  we want to
c continue to exist in this area. WC must develop our natural
I6

resources to provide for future Growth in our area.

Fliternativrs 2 and 3 would stop any future  development on the
F\rizona s t r i p . It would Close any possi bl i ty Of
l pricuiturai entry  into this area, and no future leases  would be
granted for the use  of these pub1 ic lands. Not only will this
affect those involved with Encrpy  Fuels throuph  the mining  o f
these resources, but i f  wil l  affect future timber  haruest  expan-
tion  and those with Grazing permits. We need to balance use and
conseruat  ion of rcnewabl l resources  t o prov  i de sustained
productivity.

Al ternat  i v* 4 would let this area legally remain open to future
drvel o p m e n t .  Wr can’t  lock off  this area from the weds  we  may
have in the future.
of this district.

Let’s continue with multiple use  manapmcnt

,ThanK  you,

tit-. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlanagment
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I fCCl that it could be detrimental to us II?  this area i f
Aitwnativer  2 or 3 are adopted from the R?iP  draft of the Arizona
Strip. T h u s ,  I feel that adoptinp  Alternative 4 i* the only
answer.

In our area there are more  of our lands Owned and operated
by the federal QoucrnWMnt than In many places. A large portion
Of the Strip such as the 265,000 acres of wildness, i s already
of f 1 Lmi  ts to mu1  tipie use. We need  to increase rather than
decrease opportunities for l conanic development in this region.

It is inconsistent with our needs to have  more of these
1 andr talcen  away  from us. This region needs to continue as a
multiple use  area. We don’t need  to tie it up into more wiider-
n*sa. There l -e already more  places available for this type of
people than they can poasi bly enjoy. Y o u  need  t o  taCe into
consideration the needs of us, the people in this area. The l o s s

of these rmowces  would bs irreplaceable.

Sincerely
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Hay 9. 1990

Dennb  curtin Bureul of Luld yppogement
Arronatr~  District

pd E u t
St. George. UT G4770

Deer Hr. Cuxti8:

I  u writing  to coaraent  on the draft Renource Yumgement  Plm
for the ArizonaStrip.

An an  employee  of l contrectlng  company which ie involved In
ureaiua  &ning  cm the  Aritopr  Strip. I de on our public lmde
and their renourcw  for my 1ivelLhocd. uvexy concernedtlut
th* land be maegod for multiple xue 8nd not further restricted
far the rake of valuee much u l remoteaeesg which,

amount of ustar.

Infact.  theoallything  3.n jeopugonthe  ArlZO~strlpls
the abilit

z:
of us locf  r~en~entefto  find and keep mecuro.  decent

PMW JO6 iJI ever-increuing  govemnrantol
regulatory controle. With the huge emouut of federal laude In
the region huchof  th.lch  i8 al.read~rithdramfromcolnarcfd
actititien~, m have been forced to rely on lower prying,
sauoml jobs in the governumt or tartit-related  sectors.

of2
mining  and thber  industries F&de maay  of ~8 l decent lirlry
u well u UL eeaential l -CO OS ta⌧ revenues for our
codties.

An uch ee I Wd prefer no 8ddftionsl re6trictloM  on the
lad6 of the Arizon8  Strip. I rerlite thrt lftlcal rnalititil
ez yr~m  land management revisions ELdU. with that

OIlMnd  that the BLU eupportAlternstive4rith
modific&me that till eneure intensive multiple uee of e
retsources.

Thank you for the opportunity to exprese my viewe.

Sincerely, -

nay 12. 1990

M r .  Dennis  Curt18
Guroau of Land Mmaqeunt
Arizona  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George.  Utah 84770

Dear III-.  Curtis:

A f t e r  examinlng  the Rerwrcc  tianagerunt  Plan draft  f o r  the
Arizona  Strip, 1 haue  concluded that a1  ternatiuc  4 would be the
mo8t  logical l ltrrnatiue to k put Into  action.

The CTlzona  Strip D i s t r i c t  i s , end WI  11 rmain, reaotv.
Seweral- factors detvmlnv  whether an area  will bc tiueloped  or
rmri n rvmotr  . The  terrain,  its location, auail~bllity  of water,
its acc~scrbi1ity, and whether it is Inhabited  are iust a few  Of
thmse  factors. I&  don’t  nood to intrrfer  in this procc88.

By desiqnatlnq  such a huge  amount of acrcrqc  into wildm-ness
the land  kcaims v i r t u a l l y  i n a c c e s s i b l e  t o  all.  There i s  already
l nouqh remote, unInhit;i  ted places  fa backpackers. Lets.  take
into account the other ppic who hew  to make  a 1 ivinq in this
area. Taking ma&y the precious resources would only cause great

depend .oft;,.thm.::,f  o$s?h.o  le.,
t o  provide &&se oppoetunl-

ties while  prouidinq the remote areas  for those who dcsi.rp to Use
the land in this way.
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rlay  IS,  1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
6urcau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Ccorgc,  UT 84770

Dear H r .  C u r t i s

I feel that the Resource Management  Plan draft for the  Arizona
c Strip has taken to l ggrca8iuc of strps for land maintenance  of
iJ the  D l r t r i c t . This Is especially noticablc  under alternatives 2

;t
and 3.

Man .gcmrn t prescriptions for w-es* o f critical cnu  ironmental
concern with cultural url”.* would hauc more restrictive
man l gwwn t . These areas w o u l d  bc  w i  thdrwn  f r o m mi ncral
location, closed to woodland harwst, vegetation manipulation
would be prohibited, and  OW’r  would be limited to existing roads
and trri 1s.

W C need to br conccienciws  of our l nuironment, b u t  I  frcl  that
these measures are to extreme. Al twnatiuc 4 meets thr  nods of
the ACEC’s without locking up there resources, Thus, I support
al ternat  iu* 4 with modifications stressing mu1  tip1e “SC
management .

Sinccrclr,

nay  5, 1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Burrau  Of Land n~n&QMWnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
St. Bcorgc,  UT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis;

The  impact that adopting a1 ternrtives 2 or 3 frun the RtlP
draft  for  the Arizona Strip would have  on our cumwnity  would be
devastating. I  am  in favor of aIt*rnrtiv*  4. This solution
would rllow us the continued use  of the resources on the Arlrona
Strip. Before making any definite management  plans. we  need to
bc certain that multiple use of  these open  areas  remain.

This arva  is needed for it grazing rights. Cattlemen depend
on this location for their livelihood. Sweral people have
transfered  into our are). just for thr rmploymcnt that opening U P

this area to minwrl uscage has prouidcd. We  cannot afford to
lose a l l  o f  t h i s ! The people  of  Southern  Utah  and Northern
Clrizona  depend on it  for their cconanical  stability.

Thank Y O U ,
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r-lay  2, 1990

Mar 8, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Manrpcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

Dew M r .  Curti*:

I  have  read through the  Resource t’k”~Q,“Wnt Plan draft
the Arizona Strip. for

1 am disturbed br the fact that Y O U  shau a
desire  to lock up a”  addi tionrl 452,800 acres. These lands thatarc

c
bcinp  cxamincd  l rr l conan~crlly  producinp  for the needs o fm*ny  in our area.

&
z

Less than three percent  of the Arizona S t r i p ’ s  5,371,OOOacres  is in private hands and  contributing to the  local  tax base.
Because  o f  the l i m i t e d  private lands,
on mining, ranching,

t h i s  repion  depends heavily

contribute
and othw multiple uses of public lands to

t o  the  economic  well  beinp  o f  o u r  area. A s  theuernmn  t 90-COntinucs  to tie  up more  and more of our land and place
them  in to wi 1 dcrness. it is beCtminQ  more  and more  dif f icult  to
f ind a means  to prouide  for  our families.

AS I  s t u d i e d  the  Altcrnrttves  list i n  t h i s  d r a f t ,  I
that al tcrnat  iuc fr1  t

4 would best meet  the nerds of  the
this area. propi*  In

Ue need  to take  into account the  needs of our
plc. W C  Iiuc  here,
few  w h o

and w hrvr  to provide  for  ourrclurs.
p*o-
Thr

cnjor  the  USC of this wi Idcrness  area aren’t
heip  us out in any  way. goinp  t o

Thank you,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land ManaQcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. G~oPQ~,  llT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curt is:

I resent the fact that the  8Ul sees the  nerd to tic up morn  of
our  pub1 ic lands. EnouQh  is enough! WC .I-* surrounded by land
that has been  ret asi&  for  one  US. or another.

Land doesn’t need  to be used  for one  purpose. It’s  “S.S ovwlap.
The acreage 00 the  Arizona  S t r i p  nerds  t o  remain  a land o f  mrnr
US..  . We  don’t  need  to l imit it . There tc already  wi Idrrness
area - The cattle l r. grazed. and the  wanturn is mined, and there
hasn’t seemed  to be any  major problems that I UI  aware  Of. OUI-
pub1 tc lands need  to remain  open to multiple use.

Of the  al trrnatiucs  l vai 1 able from the  Resource Manrwcmnt PIan
draft, 1 I4 are  the  Itast  restrictive to the  public. I f  there
Is a nerd t o  designat*  futhrr  wildrrncss,  then  I  c a n  handle
l*tti”p  77,000 acres po, but 452,800 is ridiculous! I support
alternative 4.

Thank You, _
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nay 12, 1990

tlr . Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Hanrgencnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
S t .  Gcorpe, Ut 8 4 7 7 0

brat- Mr.  Curtis1

The fact that we  are facing possible  changer  on the Arizona
have

<
Strip causes one  to be concerned about what  affect it  wil l
on them.

r&
I  haue  rruirwed  the  Rerourcr  Hanagemcnt  Plan draft f o r

the  Arizona Strip, and of the l ltwnatiucs avrilablc to us, I

2 felt  that 14  was  in the  best interest of us in these close lying
ccmnuni  ties. This is a land of multiple use-It should k managed
.s such. Alterations should bc made  to reflect this.

It  sc.mr that some people feel  that in order to saw the
Irnd,  W. have t o lock i t  u p  and  make  i t inassrssiblr t o  the

ma.i  or i tv of the oeorrlr. land into
c0id  stbraoc.

WC do not haue  to DUt this
Whit-& do need  to do is rllow’thc people multiple

use  of the land, with greater  stress on managlng it properly.

w e have seen  that these resources can be ut i I izcd without
ruining the land. Regulations need  to be made  and carried  out.
Let’s not just 9iuc up and Ccep  the  nrJoritr  of  the people  out.

Sincere1  y,

Dannim Curtim Bureauof  LandMmagement
Arizona Stri District

IO3QoNohh30 EMtl
S t .  ouxgm, V I  s4770

Dear Mr. curti8:
IwnwritingtiC~

f o r  tbr~iranaStrip.
tonthedr8ftBwource  Mma.gemntPlra

As w aplgeeof  a contrsctlngc~~whichi8  involvedin
uraninmmiaingomthe  ArizonaStrip,  I de
wd their rbmwrcem  for my livelihood. F

OIL our public lands
uvaycoacuwdth8t

tbelandk  mumgad for Wtiple we uad~~tfurtbarrestrictad
for the  mko of values such u l remotamd which.  In my opinions.
ue not in ja@y-V- Ihe very luture of the Arizam  stri <the
fcrroad8,nal amount o f  water, rtorrrin,rk. Till
protect the reute chu8ctor  of the for t&a foresee&ble
future without  additional regul8t0ryre8triction8.

Iafact.t.heonl~thing  in jeopmd~ozatheArizamSt.ripis
the 8bility of us local maidant.  to find awi keep mecure. decent
paying joba  i n  t h e f a c e  of
regulatory controls.

avu-iwreMing  gowlnwntrl
Vith the huge 8mmmtoffederallwhd8IEL

the region 6mch of which  is already  withdrawn  from copweisl
utivitiu~, w h8ve been forced to rely a lower prying. oftm

~it,?&%wtriw  provide nany
govunwnt  or touri8t-rd.&d soctor8. The

U Wll U m -6OlLtiil
of w l decentli~

salrce o f  tu .  revemnem f o r  o u r
c-tie8 .

k much as I would prefer no additional restrictions on the
landa  of the Arizon8  Strip, I realize that

c
liticil rsalitian

d.iCtate  th8t soma land management revision6 vith that
inmind,I  reconmend that the  BLM aupportAl~&tire4with
amiificatlons  that  will ermue intensive multiple una of gQ
rcBource6.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views.

. “. --..-.
K4W6,  IIT. 8t7sl
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Hay 9 ,  i99a

05-140

nay  9 ,  1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
Burcu  of Land Mana9cment
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  G~oPQ~,  U T  84770

Mr. Curtis:

To adopted
Pl a”

a l t e r n a t i v e s  2  o r  3  from  Rcrourcc Planacpmrnt
draft  for  the  Arizona  Strip  shows a great lack of CO”CePn

for the people in thls area who depend on this region  for their
livelihood.

We  need  t o  wnphaslze the  “I.  o f  these r.sourc~s, *specially
those that naturally replace  therselues. The crttle need  to hrue
this ground available for grazing. To take these permits from
the ranchers could cast them their liuelihood. There is no
excess of  land for  grazing. The timber needs  to remain a v a i l a b l e
to future needs  and  demands. Our  wea depends hew i ly on the
mininp of Urani urn. Many  in our area would hrw to relocate i f
these  r.s~urc~s  were  taken  away fran  u s .

Your supper t of &ltwnrtiuc 4 would continue to keep this
rcpion  open to us in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah who count
on it for our l ivelihood.

nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Mmagwnent
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. G~o~Q*.  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I fee1 that it could be detrimental to us in this arCa i f
Al ternatiues 2 or 3 are adopted from the RMP draft  of  the  Arizona
strip. ThuS, I feeI  t h a t  AdOptinQ  Alternatiue 4 iS the only
an-r.

In QUP area  there are m o r e  o f  out-  lands  arncd a n d  operated
by the  federal  gourrnement  than in many places. A large  portion
o f the Strip such SS the 265,000 acres  of wildness, is a1 ready
o f f  l i m i t s t o  multlpl~ us*. WC  need to increase rather than
decrease opportunities for  l conanic deuclopment  in this region.

It  is inconsistent with o u r  needs t o  have more  O f thrSc
I ands taken awar  from u s . T h i s  rcglon  needs t o  contlnuc  as a
multiple us* area. We don’t nrcd to tic it up into more wildcr-
OCSS. There are already  n~or•  p l a c e s  wailable  f o r  t h i s  trpr of
pcopl c than they  cm  p o s s i b l y  cnjov. You need to take into
consideration the needs of us, the people in this area. The  l o s s
Of these resources would be  irrrplacrrblc.

Si nccrely,
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April 2, 1990

ur. Deullia  curti
Buruu of Land

St. George. Ut8h 84770

Deu Yr. Q.&m: MY 14, 1990

I LIP  writing to comment on the drritRs8ource  u8aagtment  Plrn
for the Arizona  Stri
dequately  emphasize tL

District. The  drrit  UP d o e s  wt
crltic8l  role  that multiple we of

Lu
ublic  landa  plays  in the local economlea  in Northun  Arizona and

thtru  ut8h. The cowerciil  utiritie8. prrticularl~  uranium Mt.  DENNIS CURTIS
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

A =-Y
that  occur ou public hnd  in t&8 Mstrict  harea

benef  cl81  lmuut  for all reside&m  of tAe  radam.  Because  there

“I potantiJ  we8 of th8 publ&  l.alda  in ft8 18adw**piuk8.  The
drritOSMP'8  propwed  land  u8e rwtrictiau  will  8t.&fiWUt.l~
rdUC*  th. pOt8Utiti  Of the hdtOSU  Strip  Di8tdCt  to SU8t.d~  L
coapl8k  rung*  of commuci8l  lad  ~88.

I8 h8Ve  rOCmtly  8Oti  the  Cr88tiOn  Of dO88M  Of ti1N88
UOW  Uid  rild8rXLe88  8tUdy U8U uwl
increuingly  restrictive 8meut  of the prti
u8tlam.l  rscrartlon  ~08s.-a

"ZgZ
8 hum8domum&-tror  rmltiple

US. Of rSWilli.Ug  PUbliC 18UdS  l m88&ial. n. k&Z- wildelXW88
Act returned to multiple u8e  the rrjorit of the  ueu the ItuP

_ norproposO8  for re8trictAvemwqgewnt. 5
rdditiO3.d  r88triCtiOUS  m SUCh  US*.

ozgeyounostop1u-
I fuor  the l lamination of

l Guldalino ~88  8. and  the adoptlcm  of elterastlve  Jl or 41.

Nh8re  ra8trictions  am c-rchl dwol
mCouT888  TOU  t0 8ffmt%VdT  8trte  t&St
to pre&& maltiple  u80. pwhuhrl~  properly +a ted Biwril
deve&apmah. There  8hould  b0 M ~08tiOU  t&t Ed??'8 i,Ut+UtiOW
ue not to aorta, in the name  of n rewtene8sm, de facto
rildelnes8  area?.

_,,  _.. .___.  --_l__l.^_ .-.__- ..__  - .._-. . .- _ ._.__._ __ .__ __
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N .  I N C . P.O. Box  m

I(u*b,umbi74

ARIZWA  STRIP DISTRICT
390 NORTH  3050 EAST
S T .  6EOR6E,  U T .  8 4 7 7 0

OEAR CR. DENNIS:

h’E  ARE AN INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR HAULIN  IJRANIUY  ORE FRDn T!dE
ARIZONA STRIP AREA. THE AREA IN MD AROIMD  THE ARIZONA STRIP
ALREAD  HAS MDRE  LAND DEVOTED T O  NATIONAL PARKS, ETC., ETC., THAN
NEARLY AR?  OTHER AREA OF  THE UNITED  STATES. YE NEED TO INCREASE
RATHER THAN DECREASE THE OPPORTUNITIES FOR  ECONOMIC 6RWftl  IN THIS
REGION.

LESS MAN THREE PERCENT OF THE ARIZONA STRIP’S ACREAGE IS IN
PRIVATE HANDS AND CONTRIBUTING TO THE LOCAL TAX BASE. BECAUSE
OF  THE LIMITEO  PRIVATE LANDS, THIS AREA DEPENDS GREATLY OC  MINING
AND OTHER USES OF PUBLIC LANDS  TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE ECWOMC
STABILITV  OF THIS AREA.

UE  THEREFORE. PROPOSE THAT ALTERNATIVE 4 BE PUT INTO EFFECT IN
THIS REGARD.

SINCERELY,

%IC  lRANS~TA~IO&  MC.

-~
P .  0 .  B O X  9 9 8
KANA8.  VI. 84741
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Mar 10, 1990

05-144

liar  9, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlrnagcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
S t .  G*orp*,  UT 8 4 7 7 0

Mr. Curtis

I hav* reu icwed  a copy of the  Resource Mrnapemcnt  Plan draft for
th* A r i z o n a strip. I think  that it f a i l s to QiW l d*quat*
attention to the  mineral potential of the District. It  states

<
that the hard rock mineral  potential of the  District is hiph,  and

r\;
that carninps  from l mploym*nt in the  local mining i nduotry is
higher than any other  .wrc* of  cmplomwnt. I t  f u r t h e r  %tates

G
that r*clamation  of mines in this District has b**n succrsrf  ul .
Howcvcr, th* ELM fails to maximize the  opportunity of thr public
t o  .xp1ore for  and  dcuclop the District ’s signif  icant minrral
resources.

I could support al tcrnrtivr  4 from this draft if it wore l dopt*d;
howcurr , we  need  to b* certain that thcs* r*sources  are not tied
uPI and  r*main wailabl*  for exploration and  future d*u*lopmcnt.
I think that the  way to do this is to malt*  l ltrrrtion in this
plan that reflect multiple USC of the Arizona Strip District.

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Man*gcm~nt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I rcsidr in the *r*a surround; ng the Arizona Strip. The
l mploym*nt opportunities that this ar*a  has provid*d  arc critical
t o  u s  i n  t h i s  area. Finding good, steady  l mploym*nt that pays
about minimum wag*s is very difficult in this ar**. I cannot
s u p p o r t  my family worlcing for  a tourist oricntcd  business that
barely pars minimum WaQe.

After examining th* Resource Management Plan draft for this arta,
I frar  for my future If  alternatives 2 or 3 arc adopted by the
ELM. RemouinQ  these lands  from any constructive us* adds Qrrrtcr
1 imitations to those that ar*ady  l xirt. I am concerned that if
this area doesn’t remain open  for future use  and dcwlopment,  my
family may have to relocate.

I  am  definitely  a g a i n s t  Alttrnativcs  2  I 3  because ti*ing  up
452,800 .CP.S into wilderness could be wry costly to us. th*
local citizens. I support alternative 4. K~pinp t h i s rcgi  on
open for  camn*rcial  and other multiple uses is the only lopical
aI ternatiuc.

Sinc*r*ly,



05145 05-146

Mar 8, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land llanrgemnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050  East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Ilr. Curtis:

I haue  read through the Resource Management Plan draft for
the Arizona Strip. I am disturbed by the fact that you show a
desire to lock up an additional 452,800 acres. These lands that

-c
.rl? being examined are l conasicall~  producing for the needs of

r;,
many  in our area.

CJ Less than three percent of the Arizona Strip’s  5.371,ooo
acres is in private hands and contributing to the local tax base.
Because of the limited priuate  lands, this region depends heavily
on mining, ranching, and other multiple uses of public lands to
contribute to the economic uell being of our area. A s  t h e  go-
vernmen  t continues to tie up more  and more of our land and place
them into wi Iderness, it i8 becoming more and more diff icult to
find a means to provide for our f~illcs.

FIS I  studied the Alternatives list In this draft, I frlt
that alternative 4 would best meet the needs of the People in
this area. We need to telce  into account the needs of our P.o-
pie. We live herr, and we have to provide for ourselves. The
few who enjoy  the use of this wilderness area aren’t g o i n g  t o
help US out In any way.

Thank  YOU,

nay 1 1 ,  1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip Dlstr;ct
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear mr Curtis:

After reuicwlng  the Rcscurce tian6gcment  Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip I am in support of alternative 4. I believe i t  ic
the best method for management oi thee,  public lands.

This land is an important source of employment to us in this
area. There should be some emphasis places on ‘long-term’ veers.
There should be some thought to prov,dlng incentives to keep then
involved as tool 5 for aanagemen  t . This is the most reliable

method of ensuring long term cpward trends in range and resource
condition. LOnQ  term, resource useage witI  continue to provided
the much needed jobs. and tax base for our communities.

It isn’t our rcsponsibilrty to create wilderness. Wilder-
ncss areas naturally exist because of cnndi t ions of nature. I
don’t feel there is no any shortage of ‘remoteness. on the
Ar i zona Strip. Please con8iCc.r  alternative 4 when making th is
important decision.

S!” *Cl>,,

9
-id

4
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my 14. 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
st. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis.

I would l ike to  compliment  and thank cvcryonc  involved  in  prcpariag
the Draft Resortox  Manogcment  Plan. I appreciate the many long hours aad
effort by everyone involved.

I have a grcot love and respect  for the Arizona Strip. My Grandfather
Schoppmaon  started working on the s t r ip  in  1913 ranching and his  uncle
several ycara  bcforc  h im . Qrandfathcr  Art Greene operated a business

-e
involved in  ncruation  wi th  river  tr ips and back country trips  on  the s t r ip

&
bcglnning in 1943. 1 agree  that we should keep this ara a special  place  aa it

iG
will always be to me.

As you mad and learn about or visit the strip, yodll  find that very few
people  l ive or  even  v is i t  the  remote  anar  today. Grazing. mining. aad
rccrcation  has been part of the strip since Brat diiovcmd It ia part of the
history and needs to continue.

I feel  that  al ternative 12  a n d  13  rcintroducc.  most of the  same  l a n d s
looked at under  the 1984 Wilderness Act and puts them in  a more matrictive
maaagcmcat. It ia man  costly to manage and with budget constraints and is
not a good management decision.

I alsc feel  that you should not stop the gathering of wood on the Paria
Plateau. Most of the people that  gather wood fmm that area arc Native
American. They wi l l  help pmtcct  the resource  and they arc in riced of this
w o o d .

Alternative M  . in my opinion would bc the best at &is  time.

WC need to remember that multiple use has been an important part of
the history of the str ip and the  local  economics  of Northern Ar izona  and
Southern Utah.

Sincerely.

fl+John Schoppman
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City of Page

05-I  48

P.O.  or-  Hw
697VbuAW

Pap.  hlwN  uw4
(es21  us-au1

nay 11,  1990

Hr.  Robert  D. Roudabush
Vemillion Area  Manager
U. S. Bureau of Land Nanagensnt
Arizona Strip District
225 N.  Bluff Street
s t .  ~t~rpe,  173  a4770

Dear Nr. Roudabuah:

This latter aar".‘  to fomalire cosments  and concerns  of the
City of Page. regarding cbe  draft Bureau of Land Nanagerent
Arizona Strip Re*ouroe  hsnagerent  Plah. Specifically, the
City of Pngm  is very  concrmmd  that the Bureau of Land
Nanagenent  deaignatrd  ‘Altomative  #2”,  which includes a
rcconmendatioa  that mlaa  out Ferry Srale  aa a poaaible
4irDort  site. The City believes that this detarmination  is
premature, and will ultimately  hare a long tern detrimental
affect on visitation to tb* Paoe/Lake  Pwellfiiavafo
commmity. He believe that th; Bureau of L&d  Naiiagement
should not foreolo~r  the Perry  Suala  option until such tire
aa alternate site l nalpsia is done to deternine  an optimum
site to aerrica  the Northern Arizona-Southern Utah recreation
areas. Tba City of Page offrrs  the following points to
support this rsquest: l ach will k discussed separately:

I. The  recomaend~  will hurt tourism end econonic
develoontnt  in the PeQsfLaks  Powell/Yavaio  consunities.

That portion of the southwestern United Stetra  that is
becosing  known as The Colorado Plateau, consists  of the
statee of Arizona, Utah, New Mexico and Colorado. The
Colorado Plateau contains within it national parka,
nonusents,  historic sitea, wilderness areas and culture1
resources in much  greater  concentration than any other
geographic area of the contiguous  United States.

At the Center of the Colorado Plateau area is a
particularly dense concentration of these attractions
known as the Grand Circle, which contains vithin it such
sites a8 Xonument  Valley, Canyon de Chelly, the Grand
canyon, nesa Verde. Bryce  Canyon, Zion. sod the Arizona
Strip.

1 . See comment response 04-29-01.



05-l 48 (continued)

Mr. Robert D. Roudabush
Bureau of Land nanagtmtnt
May 11, 1990
Page  Two

At the very heart of the Grand Circle itself is Lake

II.

Powell, with Page, Arizona being the most logical point
of ready tcctts  to this spectacular and totally unique
concentration of historical, cultural and recreation
opportunities.

Providing for and assuring these tttourcet are
preserved, made accessible to all Americans and
increasing numbers of foreign visitors.  should be the
goal of all agencies of our government, as wall as
various environmental groups.It  should be noted that a
vast number of there  potential visitors to the Grand
Circle area ars  simply unable, physically, to trek into
and out of these areas on foot or even  by means of some
of the more  standard modta  of transportation.

Uost potential visitors  lack the time to tour the Grand
Circle area  by way of surface transportation. Access
into Page/Lake Powell and the Grand Circle, is simply
not available today due  to the total inadequacy of the
Page  Airport.

The City of Page irr actively pursuing a plan to locate a
major jet-capable airport here ss a key  access point.
Providing ready access  Is sbsolutely essential if
visitors from all walks of lift and possessing even
minimal physical abilities are to enjoy some of the
unique wonders of the  world and beauty this area has to
offer. Tourism provides the most compatible economic
base for the Page/Navajo communities to develop.
Limiting air service to the Page area  will greatly
effect the growth of tourism as an economic base.

The Bureau of Land t9anagentnt  rtcomatndati&x is based
m generalized rattty  g& environmental concerns.
Tm art not backed bx data, research, studies of
knowltdat of aDpliCable  standards.

Since late 1978, the Bureau of Land Wanageaent has been
aware of the potential need for relocation of the Page
Airport. Summary findings of an initial City/Airport
Master Plan completed in 1971-78 indicated a number of
future deficiencies at the current location. Ferry
Swalt  was identified as a potential location in 1978.
Bureau of Land Management land acquisition policies only
recognize immediate need and require development within
one (1) year. The.planning process for Bureau of Land

tlr. Robert D. Roudabush
Bureau  of Land Management
Kay 11, 1990
Page Three

Management administered lands is the only method to
indicate long term land use  needs. In 1985, when
informed of the RMP program, and again in 1987, the City
repeated its potential requirement for a new airport
site. Itdtral  Aviation Administration (FAA) and Arizona
Department of Transportation (ADOT) Aeronautics Division
airspace studies in 1986 indicated traffic patterns and
arm use  would permit ltrry Swab as a possible
location. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
took one (1) year to respond to the airspace study
request. They also required an update of the master
Plan for the existing airport, prior to authorizing a
site  study for relocation. This proctat  encompassed two
and one halt (2 l/2) years  altogether. Another factor
impacting the existing vita  warn the refusal of ttdtral
Aviation Administration WAA) to approve another airport
location for the TVOR. The ground clearance required
for this directional facility ttvtrtly impacts the
developable land on the airport. Acctptanct  of the new
Uastrr  Plan occurred in the s-er  at 1989. and the Citv
of Page  immediately filed for a mite  study.grant.  The -
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) offices had not
included the pending request in their 1990 funding; they
delayed it until 1991. The Arizona Department  of
Traasportetion  (ADOT) Aeronautics Division and the City
of Page  art actively pursuing joint funding and tha
comoletion  date of the site  study  ie now mid 1991.

Airport development is a lengthy process. It all
factors proceed smoothly, a minima  of six (6) yuarr
could set the completion of initial construction. up to
tight (8) or nine  (9)  year8  for rite  study, weather
dab,  land acquisition, engineering, grant.applications,
bidding, and construction ie more rcaliatic.

Several factors drive the current need to 8sriously
conrider  moving the Airport to some location in the
immediate area:

1. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)  safety
standards art continually being developed. The
current airport cannot accommodate clearance
requirements, safety areas,  and improved landing
systems without major overhaul. There is not enough
land on the ends of the runways to meet the
minimums. Acconplishing the changes. would also
mean significanr  impacE  on useablt  iand  within the
airport boundaries.



05-I 48 (continued)

Mr. Robert D. Roudabuah
Bureau of Land Uanagsrent
nay  11, 1990
Page Four

a. Geography makes runway extension impossible at the
present site. Extending pavement would result in
the loss of required safety  areas whfch  is
unacceptable to the Federal Aviation Administration
(FM).

3. Before the incorporation of the City of Page, land
daVelopment  adjacent to the Airport occurred which
resulted in blocking access to the property over
most  of the perimeter.

4. Because of the access  problem, topography and the
TVOR, land useable  for support services vital to an
airport is almost nonexistent.

5. Even if relocation does not occur, and Master Plan
changes at the present site are  Completed. the
airport is expected to reach  operational capacity
within fifteen (15)  to twenty (10)  mars. This
refers to general aviation traffic capacity because
larger aircraft cannot be adequately accommodated
even with  major improvement.

6. Increased aircraft size already causes a congestion
problem at the Airport. General aviation parking
with the new apron is at a premium on 8ome  weekends
in the summer. Further expanmioa  will be difficult.

7. The Page Airport i6 an important focus point in the
air transportation pattern in Northern Arizona and
Utah. The inability to continue its improvement,
will be felt in the whole region.

It should be noted, in separate public mettings'held on
February 15, 1990 and March 17, 1990, as well as the City
Uanager's  telephone  discussion with Ray Waatston/Dennis.
Curtis in Early March, 1990, Bureau of Land Management staff
stated that alternate airport sites had not been studied or
analyzed.

Bureau of Land Uanagenent  concerns about noise. air and water
guality, crosswinds and adjacent service development were
voiced by Bureau of Land Management Staff. Ta agreed that
the RMP's  basic recommendations pp safety and  environmental
concerns were not backed by data. research or knowledge of
applicable standards.

Hr.  Robert D. Roudabush
Bureau of Land Management
nay  11. 1990
Page Five

The Airport Study referred to above will provide technical
data on the Ferry Swala  site. Additionally, the study will
analyze and provide a technical base for other possible
alternative airport sites. During m hearings mentioned
above. Bureau of Land Uanaaement staff suoaested that the
e of Parre  reguest  that the sirport  nortion  of the land
manaaement plan be "put on hold, DOStDOnud  0~ 9 decisKb>
withdrawn rePardinu Ferry  Swale until technical information
w available".

The City of Page concurs and respectfully asks the Bureau of
Land Uanaganent to put on hold, postpone or withdraw the
Ferry Swale recommendation pending the completion of the Page
Airport Site Selection Study.

III. Tha recommendation creates conflict with present uses of
the AriZOna StriD,  m aDDliC!abls  Federal law.

The Land Use Plan objectives as stated in the summary
are as follows:

- Manage for multiple usa
- Protect unique features and special

resource values
- Naintain remote character
- Planage  resources in cooperation with adjacent

land agencies

The Paria Wilderness Area is a recant addition to the
nation's index of such lands. The Government placed that
tract very close to a high level visitor use corridor.
Common  sense  indicates there is going to have to be some
adjustment when one is only located a couple of air miles
from the other: and the recreation usage will continua to
expand. Government agencies appear to be setting up tho
conflict between remoteness and intensive recreation by
placing the two land functions so close together.

Throughout the public hearings and telephone discussions with
Vermillion Area Manager, Robert Roudabush, Staff concern was
expressed for finding a balance between wilderness factors
and the economic/social needs of the surrounding communities.
Bureau of Land Management Staff stated that its
recommendations regarding Ferry Swale are based upon
provisions of P.L. 88-517,  the 1964 Wilderness Act,
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Mr. Robert D. Roudabush
Bureau of Land Management
Hay  11, 1990
Page Six

and P.L. 98-406, Arizona Wilderness Act of 1984. It is noted
that the text of these laws calls for protection of natural
values, and solitude of wilderness areas. However, it should
also be noted that the later Act of 1984, exclusive to
Arizona. under 16 USC 1131(d)  states as follows:

"Id) The Congress does not intend that designation of
wilderness areas in the State of Arizona lead to the
creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones
around each wilderness area. The fact that
nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard
from areas within a wilderness shall not, of itself,
preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary
of the wilderness area."

Further, subsections (e) and /f) of the same section refer to
other State jurisdictional issues covered under Paragraph (6)
of Section 4(d) of the 1964 Wilderness Act, which states as
follows:

"(6) Commercial services may be performed within the
wilderness areas designated by this Act to the
extent necessary for activities which are proper
for realizing the recreational or other wilderness
purposes of the areas.”

The City of Page would argue that the literal interpretation,
chronological order and special reference to the Arizona
Wilderness in these statutes require the Bureau of Land
Kanagement  to present hard solid data to support a finding
that an activity will negatively impact a wilderness area.
We do not believe that there is now. in lieu of the Airport
Site Selection Study, enough data for a finding-that the
Ferry Wale is not a possible airport Site. Indeed. the
report may show that an airport to the South of Page, Church
Wells, or on the Navajo Indian Reservation, could have more
flight path impact on noise levels of the Paris  Wilderness
Area than one at the edge of Ferry Swale.

We believe the Bureau of Land Management goals listed above
are noble and well intentioned to manage land resources in
the Arizona  Strip. We support these goals. however, we
believe that these resources need to be managed cooperatively
with a agencies.

2. The BLM is not opposed to the construction of an airport for the city of Page, and
BLM will continue to work with the city in identifying the best site. See change
in text, page H-9.
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Mr. Robert D. Roudabush
Bureau of Land Management
nay Il. 1990
Page Seven

In summary, the Page/Lake Powell conmunity  serves aa a hub of
the Grand Circle, a host to a growing tourism population
discovering the natural vouderr  of this area. The
projections for future visitation continue to climb and
significant numbers of the United States population in
distant regions will be restricted accasa  to this area if
reasonable air flights are not available. Impact upon the
Page community will be enormous, ovar time, if it is
restricted to a general aviation airport. The  runway at the
current location cannot be extended and available land for
support activitiaa  is extremely raatrlcted.

A Iedaral  Aviation Administration (?AA) sponsored Master  Plan
vas  adopted in the summer  of 1989. It set moving the airport
as its primary goal. Staff is currently proceeding with the
next *tep, a site  survey  of the surrounding area. Tarry
Swala  may not be the best site, but sufficient evidence on it
or alternate sitea  is not yet available. &s stated, euch  a
technical study is scheduled to begin during the aumaer  of
1990.

Finally, wa believe that P.L. 98-406  et seq  16 USC 1131-1132
provides the Bureau of Land Management with  a-la statutory
guidance to keep opan the ?arry  Wale option. We rccoguixe
that the Bureau of Land Planagemant  has received rany negative
comments about perceived environmental impacts of increased
air  traf f ic . Ua are not asking the Bureau of Land Uanagcwnt
to approve of tha use. However, ve believe all intereeta  cau
only bs served by allowing technical atudiaa  to qualify the
impact of an sirport  ou the environrent.  Aa such, the City
of Page. with this letter, formally requests that the Bureau
of Land Management put on hold, postpone or withdraw a
decision on the Ferry Wale site until such time as the
impacts can be qualified.

If ra can provide further information, or help in this
matter, please contact Mr. Curtis A. Shook, at 602-645-8661.

Mayoi

Gs;cAs;pc
xc: Honorable Representative Bob Stump

Honorable Senator Dennis DeConcini
Honorable Senator John UcCain
Honorable Governor Rose Mofford
Page Airport Board
Sent Certified Return Receipt #P-493  143 461
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Kaihah  FOREST PROWCTS CONPANY

May 16.1990

Mr.  hmlr  Curtis
hrlzona  Strip  District  Otfice
390 North 3010 Bait
S L  Georae,  UT 84770

Dear Dennis:

On behalf  o f  Ltibxb  Forest  Producta  w e  are p l e a s e d  t o  have  the
o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e  B L M  R e s o u r c e  Manrgemsnt  Plan  Ior the
Arizom  Strip.

I.

2 .

3 .

4 .

s.

6 .

7.

The replraable  timber re~urce  in tie  Ml. Trumbull. Mt.
Lopan  Wnikaretl.  Puashmt  and Black Rock Mountain

Greater  rwawsition  of the needs of local people  in the
~~ne?entcnt  of the 2.8 million acres of land  within tbe

1 . We feel that pro&ztsional  timber man~Semcnt  should be added  to
your planning  issues  as. “Issue Number 7-. Though the are .
caprbk  of  growing 20 cubic  feet  per  wxo  per  year  is  small
(15.200 Acres)  compared  m  the  ontire  2.8 million ac~cs  in the 1
Arizona  Strip  plmninp  nrea.  ve  reel  it  would be remiss not to
include it along  with the voodland  type.  as one Of  the multiple
USC  valuer  to be addrerred  under the  direction r U t e d  in the
Federal land  Policy Manuement  Act.

1. In the public scoping process, meetings were held for the primary purposes of
identifying issues to be addressed in the RMP/EIS.  Timber and woodland
management were not identified as planning issues at that time. Since then
management of the ponderosa pine forests has developed as a key public land
consideration and, as a result, associated management alternatives have been
incorporated and addressed in the draft RMP/EIS.

D E D I C A T E D  TO  BCELLENCE
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2. We hwe  spent  considcrsble time inventoryins.  maswing  and
rtudyinp  the commerci.1  limber type n..r ML Logan  and h.ve
found the area  to be an excellent ponderosa  pine stowing  rite.
We cmkulated  the site  index of the area  lo be about 80  - i.e. in 100
years under profeaaionnl  m.n~gem.nl  with careful adhcrencc to
stockins  control. 1re.l  c.n  be expected to 8ro.f  to L height of 80
feel. This  is slightly beltdc than the werrge  pondecora  pin. bell
on  the North Kaib.b P1ntc.u. Growth rinsr  on the ponderos.
pin. lrc.8  showed r.m.rkable  growth early in the life of the
Wee.  but due lo contp.lition with dose tree neighbors  the ~rovrh
rinw soon  became very clore.  sometimes IO  nwrow  or close  they
were difficult lo discern vithout  poverful  magnification -
essentially grovth  had stoppad.  (see attwh.d  display)

This has  r.ru1t.d  in  rtrxnalion  of th.  sl.nds  in the Ml.
Looan  .I.. , which makes  them virtually  I biolopic.1  dewrt  Kff
wildlife. The RMP show.  on map  111019. that the Ml. Trumbull -
tian  .I.. is  uilical  d..r habitat. Much d the  we. is not
currently c.pable  of tuppwtinr  . vi.bl. deer population.
U’her.ver  lMre  h.r  bnn a fir. or blow-down, opening  the lwerl
canopy.  brwh  and  scrub  oek  hew come in and  provided a habitat
la  turkey. but deer -4 bix g.m.  v. virlu.lly  nonexistent. Good
sihriculturll  m.n.~emcnl  d lh.8.  ponderora  pine  rt.ndr  vould
enhawe  vildlife  h.bil.1  for  big *am. and  pcrpeluate the limber
resource. vhich  is not r.n.neruins  in there brushy nrear.  It
would also  reduce fwl  build-up end subsequent fire
cennagrdiom.

Th. Preferred Altemelive  ‘2 cm pas. S-14 tusS.sts  some
manm9ement  with Old Growth  retentions. The area  open for
m.nwem.nt  is rurrounded by Federal withdrrw.1.  Grand
Canyon National Park,  Ml. Trumbull Wildernerr  and  Mt. Logan
Wilderness) which encomparrsr  considerable .ress  of Old Growth.
Old Growth  needs definition - on peg. IV-79 ‘Old Growth  is listed
II  m I I” tree or Iarser.  Thir ir  ttot  -Old  Grovth-  - v. menrured
lrees 16 inches  in dkmeler  which were only  62 wara  old end
other lrees 7 inches in  diameter that wtr. over 100 years  in .se.
Age.  in 111  biolonicll  entiliea  is part  of lh. Cunclion  of view  and
in foren  types.  it b an intqrel  pert of trees’ ability  to o~ercom.
insect etteck end diwew.  In  prdetrionll  forestry terms. the
remov.1 of rupprerred.  senescent. insect-inferlcd.  diseased. old
liees  *  w-xi  Ior*rtry prrctice which promoter more viporour.
healthy rundr  of trees end a correspoandinply  he.Ithy  forest.
With so much “Old Growth” already ret-aside in the wilderness
.~.a#.  . vonderful  opportunily exists lo  practice Multiple Use and
Sustained Yield mm~pamenl  on lb.  remaining 13.200  acres  of
commercial forest land.  Thir  represents only 0.5 d 1%  of the
planning  are . .  C.reful  silvial  czmsid.r.lions  can  be  piveo t o
the timber resource. since l Ierg. block of ‘Old Growth- her
alreedy been set arid. in the edjacent wilderness area.
Wilderness. which is l ringl. we. represents 9.2 ~ercenl  of the
planning area  and is no longer l vnijable for muili-resource user.
With the growth potential of thil limbered we.. it’s rilvical  needs
could and  should be a major mansgement  feature.

2. The importance of the resources involved, dependent values, identified prob-
lems and needs and the points raised in the letter clearly call for a more active
management program in the ponderosa pine forests located outside of the
wilderness areas. Accordingly, BLM’s  proposed action is to develop and imple-
ment an active, carefully designed long-range program directed toward manag-
ing, maintaining and protecting ponderosa pine forest areas located outside of
thewilderness areas. Thiswill  be addressed in plansand  associated EAS that will
have public review.

3. Old growth stands are one of the important components of the ponderosa pine
ecosystem and among the natural values which make these forested areas
popular for recreation and other public uses. Retention of “old growth” stands
is a part of the planned management program. Where considered appropriate
in this multiple use situation, the program also provides for removal of insect-
infested or diseased trees. A revised definition of “old growth” has been
incorporated into the glossary.
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The plaamcnt  of the commcrcill  Iorest land open  to
Multiple Use in Categoty -C  UUamgement  for .nhmeem.nt  of
other user)  VU l dverrely effeci  the viwr  and  heeltb Of lh.
Iaest  rUnds. The rib-icrl  needs d the faert seem to  be
overshadoved  by the emphnrk  on the t.mot.n.rs comnon.nL of
the plan.  With such . 1.r~.  pknnin@  we. of  2.8 millio’n  atret.
there  reemr littk  buis  that ‘Remot.ness”  i t  curr=ntlv h_  _  ._ ._, -.
jeopwdy  a Will be thr..tened  in the forercenble  future.
However. .s our populrtion wows  -remot.nor-  sun  be
continunlly  maint.ln.d  throuS4t  road  d e s i g n .  maintanrncc.  .nd
management. This  is further discussed in ilom  3.

We do not caxur  that timber hw%‘.rt  would have  a
nepativ.  impact  on wild turkey or rrptar.  The  opposite?  has  been
experienced In the south utd Kaibab  squirrel  studies on  the
N&h  Ktiibab  h.v. shown  cyc l i c  shlfu i n  populltion  having
Iittk relrtionshk  to timber  hrnr.st.

To comient  briefly on the rock-economic aspect.  the U.S.
Forest Services’  economic s t u d i e r  md the i r  .ccomp.nying
reports  in the Timber S.k Rc%r.m Inform.tion  Repatiw
System support l very positive benefit  rhowine th.t  for  ev.ry
one million boud feet of tiimb.r  hav.st.d. 1 I.1 mat y.ar  of
employment b generUed  vith p.yroU  d up to $395.000  per yslr
plus tb. .dd.d r.v.nuc~  for  sup~ml  r.rviDcs  such .s 8..  Sutions.
grocery  stores. dry-goods.  recre.tknll  equipment. homes. .tc. In
.ddirion.  25x of the receipt% v&h could be from $7.500 to
$15.000  (for  ..ch million  Itet,  depend ing  on  market conditionl).
would PO to the countks  fa  schools .nd  roads  - rundl thlt  nav__--.  --. .
must bc paid by county property  ovncrs  from . very limited
prjvst.  knd  ‘.I b.,.. The b.ric  economic tcnei  lhal al  wealth
must corns  from the land,  is not being recopnired - m~terillr that
are  needed to  build homes th.t shelter our people must OO~. from
the land - one miUkn  bead  feet  vill  meet the wood requirements
to  build rpproxim.rsIy  LOO  three bedroom homes. Thir
r.pkce.ble  timber resource with only . modest hwvert
(compwed  to po(cnti.1  growth)  of on. to on.  and . h.lf  million
board  feet .nnurlly  would m.terkIly  help surtrin the Irwik
economic base d the Arizona Strip communities.

3. As our popuktion  grovs.  it is vary probrbl.  lhlt  the reacstkn
opparunity  spectrum vill  shift toward the urban end. This  is  not
bad.  b.c.ut. U  of our peopk  derem  the ,MO.  cpportunlty  to
enjoy the public knda  lncludin# the old. the young. the infirm,
the h.ndiclpped  .I well .t the healthy  viwxour  AmaricUw.  Good
pknned  weesr  is the ultimate key. nor old existing ways  Umt are
meant to dircour.ge  entry or l nfour~ge detours or ch8lkng.s  to
the .dventuretom..  Good access  is possible through mnn.eem.nt
of the resources. The replme~bk  resource* .nd  their long term
sustained yield will always  contribute to access  needs and mod
continual wx.ss  is  necessary to .sbur.  future  hrrveris  and  their
perpetuation. The 3 10.000 wzr.3 of voodknd,  along  with the
IS.200 ecres  of commercial Kareot  land.  should be an  integral p.rt
of the present md future nczess needs. Their contribution will
be sustaining and  continue over  lime in the form of
maintenance. Good road  planning includes design. construction.

4

5

4. Based on thorough consideration of all factors, it is our judgement that the most
appropriate pubtic  land management and muftiple  use decision  is to designate
the ponderosa pine forests outside of the wilderness areas as Category C. This
decision is not based on remoteness, but rather on the multiple use needs and
objectives associated with the ponderosa pine areas. We are confident that the
management program will benefit rather than adversely affect the ponderosa
pine ecosystem even though it may not improve the productivity of ponderosa
pine to the level preferred from a commercial forestry or timber production
standpoint.

5. Timber harvest can have  an adverse impact on wild turkey and raptors because
of the disturbance and dislocation caused by logging operations and the
changed habitat conditions that occur. However, we maintain that carefully
designed forest management programs which factor in habiit management
needs, objectives and improvement opportunities can be beneficial to these
species. The intent of BLM’s  forest management program is to make such
habitat considerations a major component so that optimum benefits to wildlife
can be accomplished.
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closures. and mlintenmce  as  wells  as  servicing  the multi-
remourob  products such II.  recrertion.  wildlife, and amcniticr.
This includes romds  needed for extract&e  resources. An example
of  sood road pl~ndng.  location and  design is the wzcess road into
Hack  Canyon. Road  management with road clowrer  can still
mdttain  the remoteness aspect  of the lrrss  Arizonr Strip with
little or no damage  to the land. compared to IettinR  the roads just
hwpa

4. To recmpha$iza  the mandatad  Multiple Use and  Sustained Yield
obioctivb in the Federal Land Policy Manamment  AcI.  Ihe limited I
timber resource  within the Arizona.Strip  b-ott$  a plaoc-for
Multiple Use Management  to enhance the timber resource rather
than another ~%ource  which is  already receiving  priority
treatment on thousands of ures.  Multiple Use must recognize
and  manage-  alI available resour~s  on a variely  of acres.
rUher  than emphasizing  just one or lvo on the entire plrnninp
are..

5. The BLM has about one seventh the personnel. one  third t.he
money uid  four  timer the land  are.  of the Forest Service.
Therefore. to do a h&h  quality professional job of land
managatent,  innowtive  mwn*  e-8  erscatid  to make your
dollars  atretch.  One such tool  I8  your corm-  authority  for
all  phase8  of land  mmassmsnt.  This includer contract cruising.
marking. Lhinnin%  phnting  and in some  are*r  the Iull  land
mmtagement  job - road loation  and des&n  - security pstrolr. We
see this aa . mnnr  d rtretchinD  dollars to do . complete
prnforrionrl  land  man~cment  job with the mdntenmce  and
wthmcement  ol the resources for lonn-term productivity KFR
40  - 1502.16).

6. There should be sreiter  manwment  emphasis  on the nsedr  d
the locrl  people. vho depend on the public lands within the
irlzom  Strip for aheir  lhwlihoodr.  There needs  to be economic
wordin=tion  of  rwoofco  we*  in the Strip and adjoinia  lands.
For l nmpb. livestock producers depend on winter rsnpc  and
yearhits  rorauc - minefrl  development on the Strip produces
much needed  ewnomk  lnpul  to the Kumb/Fredonia  area is
eswnlial  for  l stable wood productr  ifiduatcy.  The continu~mtd
surttining  wire  Multiple Use  of the many resources on the Strip
for  long term users Weo~lc  who Ike 0x1 or l diacsnt to the Scrip
and vish  to remain) Is essential in l difricula  economic
environment .  Many environmentdirts  we Kaf  remwed.  Irom
the Strip md  do not make their livelihood from the area. thus, do
not realize the long  term impacts of  locked-up wzas.  restricted
mutr9emcnt  or defacto  wilderness.

7

8

6. We agree that the ponderosa pine forests merit more focused management
within the multiple use and sustained yield objectives of the FLPMk In this
multiple use situation, it is our judgement that management should be focused
on maintaining healthy, viable and biologically diverse forest ecosystems pri-
marily for the enhancement of, and long-term needs of, wildlife, recreation,
livestock grazing and watershed protection, rather than focused just on en-
hancement of the timber resource or commercial forestry.

7. Properly managing and ensuring adequate protection of the ponderosa pine
forests are complex challenges. In addition to using a multi-interest advisory
group to help guide the program, we intend to explore a number of ways of
ensuring that a complete and professional management program is imple-
mented.

8. This RMP considers the economic needs of local industry and people who
depend on these public lands for their livelihood. Also considered are the
requirements of the FLPMA that these public lands be managed on the basis of
multiple use and sustained yield and in a manner that will protect the quality of
scientific, scenic, historical, ecological,  environmental, air and atmospheric,
water resource and archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve
and protect certain lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and
habitat for wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor reo
reation and human occupancy and use. When an activity plan is developed,
interested partiesand adjoining land owners will be invited to participate and will
have the opportunity to review and comment on the associated ES.
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7 .  RECOMMErJI)ATIONS:

We recommend Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative
for improved Multiple Use Management with modifications to
insure that rhe objectives of Forest/Woodland Resources on Page
II-21 are met. ‘Designations” and ..Management  Direction” should
be Strengthened as follows:

Mananement Green woodcutung  areas would be
marked and permitlees directed to areas managed in accordance
with woodland management plans. Woodcutting for camping use
is permitted everywhere except no chain saws  in the wilderness
areas. Dead and down woodcutting is permitted in the designaied
Vermillion  Resource Area. Sell up to 500 Christmas trees
annually in the Shivwits  personal use area on a first come first
serve basis. Designate new commercial Christmas tree areas
needing access and thinning ad prepare management
requirements. including the necessary residual stems per acre,
road location. apecificntionr  and design.

EilBEsB

Des!nnatlons:  Designate 15.200 acres of ponderosr  pine in
the Unikaret (Trumbull - Logan). Parrshant  and Black Rock
Mountains in Management Category A. which are forest lands
available for intensive Multiple Use Management.

Mansnelnenr Managemenr direction would be
focused on improving productivity through proper silvicultucal
prescriptions for pondercsa  pine. Management would also be
designed to reduce fuel build-up. Management praclices  may
include shelter-wood harvests. intermediate cuts, overstory
removals. thinninps  for stocking control. salvage harvests for
insects end disease and Iire kill olut orescribed  burns for sile
preparation. The overall  object& is-to increase productivity and
maintain a viable. vigorous forert  rhat would meet long-term
needs of the timber and associated resources available for
Multiple Use management as opposed to single use in the
adjoining wilderness wear.  Either evenaged  or unevenaged
management systems may be used to meet  these resource needs.

Generally. the Preferred Alternative (*2) allows selective timber
harvest. but  on page IV-53 it states. 3hrvest of ponderosa pine would
not be allowed and the potenlial  for economic benefits of timber harverc
forgone.” This is far Ioo  restrictive for Multiple Use Management and
also places the timber resource at risk with the prospect of -h’O”
mslnagement.

The acreage differentials between Alternative 2 and Alternative 4
for Woodlands on page II- 1  I.  amounts to 26. 500 additional designated
acres in Alternative 2. If  Alternative 4 is more oriented to wise use of
lhe resource. it seems this acreage vouid  be the aame or more for
Multiple  Use Management? On pege IV-79 “Old Growth” is defined as an

9. Our data indicate that the most appropriate public land management and
multiple use decision is to designate the ponderosa forests outside of the
wilderness areas as Category C rather than Category A and manage them
accordingly. Category C encom passes lands where the forest management is
for enhancement of other uses.

10. Management in this multiple use situation should be focused on maintaining
healthy, viable and biologically diverse forest ecosystems primarily for the
enhancement and long-term needs of wildlife, recreation, livestock grazing and
watershed protection rather than focused on improving productivity of ponder-
osa pine or associated commercial forestry. As explained in the proposed
action, management programs may include ecologically sound and carefully
managed silivicultural practices that would make wood products available of
public or commercial use, disease control, prescribed burns and prescribed
management of naturally-occurring fires.

11

11. This section has been revised to more clearly state the impacts of the forest
management aspects of the proposed action. While commercial forestry or
harvest are not objectives of the proposed action, management programs may
include ecologically sound and carefully managed silivicultural practices and
salvage that would make wood products available for public orcommercial use.

12

12. While it is understood that positive environmental impacts can result from
carefully planned and executed harvest operations, it is also a fact that timber
harvest can and does adversely affect the quality of the visual resources at least
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11 inch or gretter  Lrw.  This definilion  is not consistent  vith  our
discussion in ILem  2 above.

On p-8 IV-52 a positive environmental impact is implied Jf there
is no harvest d Umber. There 1s l mpJe evidence on both tJte  NationeJ
Forests (Cutting  in soaic areas) and Ihe  National Perks (Removal d
deed timber Jn  Lhe Teton  NationeJ  Perk camp~raunds) LJtaL  timber
harvest can enhance recreation immediatah  lhrounh cereful  cutting
practices atid  demup  or the perceived imp&  is very transitccy  h a
small portion of the forest area. Certainly. one of the advern
conrequcnctr  of inadequalc harvesting of ponderore  pine. (That is.  for
LJte enhancement d other resources.  AlternAive  2 p**e IV-521 is Lhe
biolo&ll  risk  of reduoed provth  md the inability d this species U,
reger&te under (hese  conditions.

IL is v&him our  rcicnce and it’s epplicmtion  to make I difference
end to we our  Lnovledge  end skiJJr  for  the benefit of our  sociely.  We
cm let the Limber resource slagnate. deLerJorele  and die through non-
use and the subsequent forces of nature. or  we can nurture  it. increase
it’s grovth  many fold end have e continuel  vibrant kresl from whicb
may uses vi11  evohre. Through mene~emenf  increased biolottinl
diversiry fetl  b e  8tLeined.  aiulLiplc  ane  el8sres cm b e  rcelized. incrcesed
forage for wildlife  end livesLock  wiJJ  result. perpetuation  of tie
ponderose pine species will be assured. increwed  CrowLh  vill  result.
end recreationrl  potential such as, hunting.  campins.  visual visur.  and
vildemers  traJJ heads will be l cceswd. All  of these beneCU  can be
mGnLaimd on L tustined  bases.

Risht now Lb.  timber resource ir  out ot bllence  - where  are
virtually no youus  we classes. ttta  eristin!g  interaedi8te  $lmd  is
stagnated and  highly  susceptible Lo fire.  insects and disease due to the
corn  petition for  Jl!#tt.  moisture end nutrknrs.

There UC  some break8 in the fmcsl  canopy  where l smsJJ  fire
has occurred. but  CompetitJon  with brush hw  kept out most of the
ponderosm  pine regeneration  wilh a rerul~  slow loss d the pine
species. One d Nature’s devastating scorchina Cores1  the1  kills
everything in a wide wee ir  the type of distu;bena  nature  uses to
prepare Lhe site for pine repeaerrtion. Hovever.  LJCs could Lake
hundreds of years, end have  e number of human generations vith I
legacy of Lhe  loss of may ~esoucces.  Good  silvicultum  could change this
scenario for human benefirs by properiy conLrolIinp-aiLe  preparation
and avoid the loss of thousends d beautilul wets es veU  es wildlie
habitef. which Js vhat happened Jast  year witi  Abe Yellowstone
catastrophe. Piofetsion~l manwement  wJJI .ssure  muhipk-me  classes
for a sustaining  forest. and continued Multiple Use wJLJL  its wpplies  of
sods  and  remices kwludino maintenuwe  of l menlry vrlues.

In con&don.  there should be greeLer  empharis  placed  on the
needs of long-Mm  resideaL users. =I  they ace the tools of your
management and vJU  be l srcnllal as you monitor the actu~I trend of the
land’s response to mmagemcnt of all  the resources. Remove both
surrogate and  perceived restrictions on the Jands  Lhrt should be
managed for MulLiplcUse.

12
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in the short term and also the quality of the experience of some recreation users.
Thus, it is appropriate as part of this analysis of environmental impacts to state
that positive impacts to recreation users can be realized by not harvesting timber
resources.
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We hope these concerns and comments will be helpful in the
production d a dynamk  Arizona Strip Resoura  Management Plan. that
will address the needs of  the residents as  well l s the visitors. the
economic well-being .I well .I the aesthetic.

For: J&me,  L. Matson
Vice  President Timber Resources
Kaibab  Forest Products
Fredonir. A r i z o n a
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DENNIS CURTIS
BUREAU OF LAND MGWENT
ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
ST GEORGE UT 84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is

I found the Resource Management Plan draft to be quite diccourrg-
ing when viewed in lipht  of the potential of the naturai  resour-
ces of the area. Remoteness IS priorit ized far too much in the
plan, and even though there are objectives for various uses, the
uses that  pet  shut out are  the ones that fall  under the objec-
tiues  of real iz ing sustained productivity from the renewable
resources.

The residents of Northern Arizona and Southern Utah wil l  be
directly affected i f  alternatives 2 or 3 are  adopted. This
district provides a source of income for many  of the people from
these camiun  i ties. These natural resources need to be managed
wisely and developed to best meet the needs of us who depend on
them. We cannot afford to hand this land  over  to the natural-
i sts.

I  support rlte.rnrtiue  4 with alterations made to ref lect the
need for this land to remain open to multiple use. For example
the Uinkarct <Logan  and Trumbull) ,  Pararhant  and Slack Rock

Mountains, woodland areas, and all  areas now under I iucstock
permits should be managed for Multiple Use. RC&s,  S?lRA’s,  a n d
other rcrtr ictions to Mult iple Use should not be employed.

Thank you

05-151

May 19, 1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  Ge~rpe,  UT  8 4 7 7 0

M r . Curt is

Achieving a proper balance in land usage on the Arizona
Strip seems to be an impossible task. I feel that the adoption
of filternative  4 from the Resource Management draft is  essential
i f  WQ  are to work towards this goal of proper balance in the use
of these lands.

Multiple Use management needs to have greater consideration
in the management and planning of the Strip. Multiple use does
no mean every use on every acre. It  means a broad ranpe  of uses
are iiw?aQed  for and approved. It  certainly does not mean ‘re-
motcness”  a n d  ‘ n a t u r a l n e s s ’ need have  such heavy consideration
across  the entire area.

I  don’t feel that the Paris  Plateaus and Canyons should be
designated as ACECs  as recommended in Alternatiues  3 and 4. The
Paria  already contains a wilderness area. It  is  not  necessary to
close the Plateau and canyons to mineral location and woodland
product $11 es. Designating the Parir  River as a wild and Scenic
r iver is  also unnecessary. Protection of the area’s uarious
values  could be accomplished just as effectively by less restric-
t i vc  management prescr i p t i ohs.

All  types of usage must be considered, not just uscape  for
Recreational ~CSOUPCCS. The Natural Resources available to us
need to be equally considered.
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May 19, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtir
Bureau of Land Monaqement
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050 E
S t .  Georqe,  UT  84770

Denn16  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N. 3050 E.
St .  George,  UT  84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is : Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

Enough of our pub1  i c land has been tied up on the Arizona S t r i p
for  wi lderness. I  support Alternative 4. tlorc  of our land needs
to be available for mult iple “6~.

The Resource Manaqement  Plan draft  for  the Arilona  Str ip  seems to
overlook the need for the Natural Re6OUrCe6  preualrnt  in the
d i s t r i c t . These Resources should not be put into cold storage.

Clf  ter l xamininq the Resource Management Plan d r a f t f o r the
A r i z o n a  S t r i p I feel that some chanqe  is  in  order . I  b e l i e v e
t h a t  m o r e  o f the area in the dirtrtct  should be managed f o r
mu1  tiple USC. Areas that should be desiqnated  as mult ip le use
we*6 and placed into Category A are Uinkaret  <Lopan and Trum-
b u l l ) , Parashant  and BlacK  ROCK  t lountr ins , woodland areas. and
areas new  under 1 ivcstock  perI6it6.

The ELM  ha6 been manaqinq the distr ict very well ,  thus I think
that the present management practices 6hould  continue.

ThanK-you,

The Arizona Str ip is  part of a larger geographical area where
there are revoral  primi  tivc  area6 l stabl i shed  and pre6erUed.
Remember, not all  wilderness area6 and remote areas need to be
l stabl irhed  on the Strip. The I imitinq factor in the area is not
remotene66, but an invitrtlon  for  wire  use  and care of the
resources. The Par i a Plateau6 and Canyon6 should not be
de6iqnated  an ACEC a6 recamnended  in Alternatiuel  3 and 4. The
Paris  already contain6 a wildernell  area. Proposed prescriptions
6uch as clo6ing  the Plateau and canyons to mineral location and
woodland product sales or desiqnating  the Paris  River a wild and
6cenic  reiuer  a r e  unnecc66*ry. Protection of thi6 area could be
accomplished just as effectively by less  rest r ict ive  manaqement
prescript ions.

We need to focus on the need to deuelop  and use these resource6.
If thir  area i6 properly managed, it  can meet several different
needs. T h e  Ker  is ‘proper manaqemcn  t’  . Alternative 4 i6 in the
best interest of  us tn the outlying camunities  o? the Arizona
Str ip . We need to make a 6tatcmcnt  that we cannot continue to
IocK  u p  o u r  re6ource6. Stipulat ion6 6hould  be made in the draft
to l l lw for  mult iple use of  thlr  d is t r ic t .

Sincrrcly,
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Mar  9.  1990

DewisCurtia  Elureauof LandManagement
Arr~onatrrDist~ict

St. George.  UT 84770

Deu  Hr.  curtin:

Iunitlngtocolswn
for the  Arizona Strip.

t on the draft Re8ource Yawgwent  PI

$ A8 an employee of a contracting compauy which is Involved

E
uranlwminfngon  the Arizona Strip, I de
and  their resources for my livelihood.

end on our public lam
P P

the land ba lpnrged for multiple
am vexy concerned tb

uw and not further rccltrict
for the  sake of values much aa l remotenec4sm which,  in my opinic
F= yoz aydr- The  vex-y  nature of the Arizona strip ct

amount of rater.
protectti*remok  charactat

terrain, etc.>  wi
of theTdand for the foreseeat

future  without  rdditional regulatory restrictions.

In fact. the only thing in jeopardy on the Arizona  Strip
the ability of w local residenti to find and keep secure. dece
paying job8 in the face of
regulatory controls.

ever-increasing government
With the huge amount of federal lands

the region Omch of which is alread withdrawn from commerci
activities),
8awonal

we have been forced to rely on lower paying. oft
job8 in the goveunmnt or tourist-related nectars.  'I

xl?;% zzza provide many of w a decant liv3
8OtRCO of tax r8vemw8 for c

codtiw .

As such as I would prefor no additional remtrlctionn  on t
landn  of the Arizona Strip, I realize that

r
litlcal realiti

dictate that mme land management  revision e m&la. with tb
in aind,  I rccm that the ELM mxpport Alternative 4 wi
mdificationn  that will enmlre intelu1*e ml1tip1e llee  of f
rwourcw  .

Thank you for the opportunity to exprau 5y view.

Sincerely,

Mar  1 9 ,  i990

MR DEWIS  CURTIS
BUREAU OF LAND t+NAQEMENT
ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT
390 N 3050 E
ST  GEORGE UT 84770

D e a r  M r .  C u r t i s

I  have  s tud ied  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip  Resource  Mana.gement  Dra f t .  O f
the  4  a l ternat ives , I  fee l  tha t  a l te rnat ive  4  is  the  best
p r o p o s a l .

I am not in complete agreement  w i th  th is  a l te rna t ive  a+ i t  i s
proposed. I t  s h o u l d be  al tcrcd  t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  n e e d  f o r  m o r e
m u l t i p l e  u s e  o f  t h i s al-es. Areas  that  I  fee l  should  be  managed
f o r  m u l t i p l e  u s e  a r e weas  now under 1  iuetocK  permi ts,  woodland
aPeaS, Pararhant  a n d 81acK  ROCK  tlountains,  a n d  t h e  L o g a n  md
Trumbul l  a reas .

I n  o r d e r  f o r  o u r  surviual  i n  t h i s  great  l a n d  W C  need  t o  d e v e l o p
o u r  n a t u r a l  ~esowccs. LocKinp  them up underground only  causes a
great amount of hrrdsh i p for al 1. I t ’ s  impor tan t  tha t  these
resources  rema in  avai  1  ab le  to  us. T h e  c a t t l e m e n  d e p e n d  u p o n  t h i s
are*  f o r  g r a z i n g . T h i s  l a n d  n e e d s  t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  b e  a v a i l a b l e
f o r  mu1  t ip le  use . We do not need to 1ocK  them up so that a few
h ike rs  m igh t  use  them to  do  some  backpack ing . There  arc  a b o u t
265 ,OO acres  for  backpacKing  new. T h a t ’ s  enOUQh!

ThmK  you
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nay 17, 1990

Dennis  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land hnaQQment
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3PO  N  3050  E
St. George, UT 84770

Gear  Mr .  Curt is

I have skimmed aver  the draft of the Arizona S t r i p Distr ict
Resource Ha”aqemcn  t Plan. Al ternatiue 4 is my c h o i c e .  W e
al ready have excessi  ue 1 ends designated as  wi lderness.

It is necessary to review the present management prac  t ices, but
w e s h o u l d n ’ t  g o overboard in the actions that we take. The
worKers of the SLM  have  done a good job of managing the Ar i rona
Str ip . They seem to be in tune to the majority of the people in
t h i s  area. A major change is not in order.

I feel that t h e  ELM  is  we11  ~WPPC  o f  t h e l conomi c impact of
multiple use of the lands. We need additional exploration of our
natural  resources. We need to cant  inue to promote grazing. Wc
do not need addit ional restrictions. Some areas that should be
managed  for multiple use and placed into category A are  Logan and
Trumb”  1 1  , Parashant and Slack Rock Mountains, Woodland areas,  and
areas now under l ivestock permitr .

The Arizona Str ip is  remote and wil l  remain remote inspitc  of all
the pol icies. We don’t  need addit ional restrictions.

ThanK  YOU,

Mr. Dennis Curt is
Sureau  o f  L a n d  Manrqement
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N. 3050 E.
St.  George, Utah 84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I  don’t  feel that the timber potential  of the Arizona
Strip has been ful l  y recognized in the Resource Management Plan
draft  for this area. Timber should be 1 isted  as one of the seven
issues on the commercial  forest land. The preferred alternative
is inconsistent and uague  on the lanquege  addressing timber

management and the possibil it ies of t imber harvest and l conan~c
development fra t imber receipts.

t-lore  area should be managed for multiple use. Sane of the
aree.s  are  Logan and Trumbul  1, Parashant  and Slack ROCK  Mountains,
wood1  and areas, and  areas  now  u n d e r  IlucstocK  p e r m i t s . Of the
alternat ives auailable  in the RFIP  draft ,  I  feel  that Y  4 should
be adopted. It  is  important that we keep these t imber resources
open to our use and not tie them up in WI  Iderncsr  area desi gna-
tion. It ’s  adoption wi l l  continue  to ensure our access to these
resources.

Sincerely,
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nay  9 ,  19w

Mr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Manapemcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  George,  Utah 84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

A f t e r readi  n9 the draft Resource Management Plan f o r the
Arizona S t r i p D is t r ic t , I  found there were  4 al ternatiues  re-
viewed. The 1st alternative is  to leave things as they are.
Most of  us feel  this is not good. The  other al  ternat  ives offer
lockinp  up additional areas into designated wilderness.

T O lock up an l ldit ional 452,800 acres I  feel is 9oin9  way
overboar ,d.  I understand that taking this step is the preferred
*I ternat iv*. The Paris  PI  l teaus and Canyons shaul  d not be
desipnated  an ACEC  as recommended in Altcrnatiues  3 and 4. Ths
Paria  already contains a wilderness area. Proposed mrna9ement
methods such as closin9  the Plateau and canyons to mineral
1 ocrt  i on and wood1 and product s&l  es, o r  dcri9nating  t h e  Paris
River a wild and scenic r iver are  ~nnecassar~. The valuable
resources of this area  could be protected Just as effectively
with less restr ict ive management methods.

I don’t feel you are being short sited, but I feel you have
intentionally forgotten to examine the whole picture.
al  ternatiue  4.

I support
These  lands need to remain open for their valuab-

l c  r**ourc*s.

Sincerely,

nr. Dennis  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Hmrgcment
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St.  George, Utah 84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I feel that i t  could be detr imental  to us in this area i f
Alternatives 2 or  3 *I-+  adopted fran  the MP  draft of the Arizona
S t r i p . Thu8, I  f e e l  t h a t  adoptin  hltcrnatiue  4  i s the Only
ansuer.

In our area there arc  more of our lands tuned  and operated
by the federal gouernement  than in mrn~  places. A large portion
o f the Strip such as the 265,000 acres of wildness, is already
o f f l im i ts to multiple use. We need to increase rather than
decrease opportunit ies for econanic  development in th is repion.

It is inconsistent wi th  our  needs to have  more of these
I and% taken away from us. This region needs to continue as a
mult iple use area. We don’t need to t ie  i t  up into more wi lder -
ness. T h e r e  a r e  a l r e a d y  more  p l a c e s  auailrble  f o r  t h i s  tYPe  o f
PCOPlC than they can possibly enjoy. You need  t o take in to
consideration the needs of us, the people in this area. The loss
of these resources would be irreplaceable.

SincerelY,
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Play  17, 1990

Mr. Dennis  C u r t i s
Bureau  o f  L a n d  tianagement
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
st. GeOrQe,  UT 84770

D*ar  fir.  C u r t i s :

I  hau*  r*uiewed  the Resource Hanagement  Plan for the Arizona
Str ip  Distr ict ,  and I am convinced that Alternative 4 is the best
choice.

I feel  that alternatives 2 and 3 are ludicrous. People in
t h i s  a r e a  arc  t r y i n g  t o  IIUC, to support  their  famil ies.  BY
t ieing up  more lands, i t  w i l l  1ocK o u t  eccnanic  devclopmcnt  a n d
d e p r i v e  t h e  c i t i z e n s  o f  t h i s  a r e a  opportunities  f o r  j o b s .  I t
would impact our economy, thus providing hardships for th*  peoplr
of this area. I  certainly do not support any addit ional lands to
be tied into wildrrness  areas.

The Par ia Plateaus  and Canyons should not b*  desipnated  as
ACECs  as rtcmended in  AI  ternat  iues  3 and 4. The Paria already
c o n t a i n s  a wi Idcrness  area. Proposed prescr i p t i ons s u c h  a s
closing the Plateau and canyons to mineral location and wood1 &nd
product sales or designatinp  the Paria Riuer  a wild and sc*nic
river are Unnecessary. Protection of the arca’s  various Va1U.S
c o u l d  b e acccmpl  i shed just as effectively by I.55 reitrictlue
manapement  prescript ions. I  strongly support  alternatiue  4, and
hope th is  letter  wi l l  be Qiuen  some consideration.

Sincerely.

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St. Geor9*,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I  do not feel that the R*source  Manangem*nt  Plan draft  for
the Arizona Str ip prop*rly  addresses multtple  USC. This  ar*a  can
meet  the  needs of many  people if i t  is  not  locked  u p  i n t o  a
sinQl*  u s *  p l a n . Wilderness  is important,  but I  don’t  se* the
nrcd  to add to what we already hauc. Mult iple use of  our publ ic
lands is l ssential to the  survival of mrnr. Ranchrrs  a n d  those
Who prof it  f rom the natural  r*sources  depend on continual use of
these resources. We cannot l xist in this area without them.

The Parashant arca  should not be designated  as a RCA as  Y O U

SuQQcSted  i n al ternat  iue  2, noras*SRMhrs  15 proposed in
a l  t*rnativ*  3 . Restricting  new  permanent QraZinQ  permits , n e w
pcrmrntn  t road%, and improucd  a c c e s s  1s not consi  strnt w i t h
mu1  tiple use management.

These restr ict ions impose substantial  costs for  public  land
users  and potcn  ti al pub)  i c land us*rs. They l I imi natc
opportunities to take maximum l dvantaQ* of the resources of the
D i s t r i c t . Chapter IV  of the  RMP examines impacts only In the
cantcxt  o f  * singlr  r*source. Because 1  feel  that the col lective
impacts of such regulations is not id*ntified  or.  is  dramatical ly
und*rstatcd  throughout the RMP, I  cannot support al t*rnatiu*s  2
or 3. I am in support of l lt*rnatiue 4 with modifactions  stress-
ing multiple us*.

Thank  you. Y
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nr  . Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Hanrgement
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 E a s t
S t .  G~oI-Q*,  Utah 84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I have reviewed the  R e s o u r c e  Ma”aQet”ent  Plan  iOr t h e  A r i z o n a

<
Str ip . I was  concerned at the desire of tieing up 452,800 acres
f rom th is  d ist r ict . From what I  read, I  d o n ’ t  f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  1s

8 the right approach to be taken. Ily  choice of  the alternatives in
02 the Resource Management Plan for the Arizona Strip is 14.

This 1 and i s needed to meet  a mu1  tiple  o f needs. Under
A l t e r n r t i u e  4 the Paris  Plateau should be managed for Mu l t ip le
use. ACEC and SRtM  designations are inappropriate as they would
cssent  i al 1 y put a buffer against the existing wi Idernesr
resul  tin9 in defacto wilderness. S u c h  areas  haue  already  b e e ”
l l iminated by study, and the actual wilderness,  with no buffers,
has  been approved by congress. We shouidn’t  put such a l imit on
what it  cr” do for the people in this area. This plan should be
altered to refect  multiple use.

W e already hrue  e”OUQh  land tied up Into  wi lderness. There is
Qreat  b e a u t y  i ”  o u r  area, and the federal government has control
over an extensive amount of these areas. We can’t  just  cater  to
the tourists needs. We need to keep some of our lands avai  labl  e
for uses other than this. Keeping these lands bpen for use for
their  natural  resources is cr it ical  to al l  of  us in this area.

Thank-you,

:/i--J  -
9

Mr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Ma”aQement
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St.  George, Utah 84770

Derr  Mr .  Cur t is :

I r e s i d e i n the wea surrounding the Ar i son* Str ip . The
employment opportunit ies that this area has provided are crit ical
t o  U5. F i n d i n g  Qood, steady employment that pays aboue  minimum

w a g e  i s  very  d i f f i c u l t . 1  Cannot  support  m y  fW”ilY  Working  f o r  a
tourist  or iented business that  barely pays minimum wage.

After examining the Resource fianagement  Plan draft  for this area,
I  f e a r  f o r  my  f u t u r e  i f  aIternrtiues  2  o r  3  are  a d o p t e d  b y  t h e
BLtl. The Parashant  area should not be designated a RCA as  you
SUQgeSt i n  A l t e r n a t i v e  2 , nor l s P sRtla as i s proposed i n
Al ternatiue 3. The proposed management prescriptions such as no
new pcrmancn  t grazing permits or no new permanent r o a d s  o r
improved access are not consistent with multiple use management.
Remou i ng these 1 rnds from any construct iv* U5e adds greater
l imitat ions to those that  aready  exist . I am concerned that i f
this area dorsn’t remain open for future use and development, my
family  may  have to relocate.

I  a m  d e f i n i t e l y  a g a i n s t  Alternatiues  2  dr  3  b e c a u s e t i e i n g  u p
452,800 acres into defacto wilderness could be very  cost ly  to us,
the 1 ocal citiz*ns. f s u p p o r t  al t*rnatiue  4 . ’ Keeping th is
region open for carmercial  and other multiple uses is the 0” I Y
logical  alternative.
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Mar  ie, 1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
&rzona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
St.  George, UT 84770

Dear  t l r .  Curt is :

The Ar izona Str ip  Distr ict  Rc5ource  Management Plan draft
leaues  me very concerned. Al l  four alternatiues  are r idiculous.
The Parashant arca  should not be designated a RCA as you suggest

:’
in Al  ternatiue 2, nor as a SM  as is proposed in Al ternatiue 3.
The proposed managcoent  prescriptions such as no new permanent
grazing permits or no new permanent  roads or improved access are
not consistent with mult iple use  management.

We have too much land locked up in wilderness without trying
to lock up more. Wilderness wil l  happen, and It  wil l  happen

without designation. Designation wil l  also lock out any  future
development of our natural resources. The area wi l l  remain
remote because of i  tr  location,  l imited roads,  and lack of resi -
dents.

We don’t need additional regualtions  to insure wi lderness.
We need  to develop our natural resources. We need to provide
jobs and an opportunity to support our famil ies. We  need  a
broader tax base. We need  resources to improue  our school sys-
tems and services to the disabled and disadvantaged. WC  don’t
need a playground for the  rich. Of the alternati’ues  available,  I
support FIl  ternatiue 4.

Thank Y O U ,

QJ&J?l-~~

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St, George, lK  84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

Too m u c h  o f o u r  pub1  i c lands haue been l o c k e d  u p  b y
designating them as wi lderness or  wi  lderness  study areas. I am
concerned about your  desire to continue this trend in the Arizona
Strip Region.

6f  ter I reuiewcd  the MP  for the Arizona strip, I came to
the conclusion that l lternatiue 4 is the proper approach for Y O U
t o take when determining the type of management this area w i  1 1
receive. Too much land has already been designated wi 1 derness.
*Remoteness’ needs to be kept inline  with the other needs  O f
this area.

I also feel that the Paria Plateaus and Canyons should not
be designated an ACEC as recmwnended  in Al ternat  Ives  3 a n d  4 .
The Par ia a1 ready c o n t a i n s  a wi lderncss area. Proposed
prescript ions such as closing thr Plateau and canyons to mineral
location and wood1  and product sales or designating the Pari*
River a wild and scenic  riuer  are unnecessary. Protecti  on of the
a r e a ’ s various values  could be accanplished  Just as e f f e c t i v e l y
by lcrs  restr ict ive management prescript ions.

Industry that has moved into our area  becauie  of the natural
resources on the Arizona Strip have provided primary jobs. WaQQS
are QOod and the people o f  Kane County and Nor thern  Arizonr have
had the opportunity to provide a good I iuing  for our fami l ies.
Every effort should be made to see that these resources remain
avlilrble to us,  and that the majority of  the land on the ‘Str ip’
remain open for multiple use.

Sincerely,
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Hay  1 7 ,  1 9 9 0

Dennis  Curtis
But-*&u  of Land Manag*m*nt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
ST. George, UT 84770

tlr. Dcnnir:

I  hwc  studied  th* Arizona Strip District R*sourc*  Managem*nt
PINI, md  I  stronply support Alt*rnativ*  4. I would like to ICC
the foIlcuing  changes in this plan. Th* Parir Plateaus  a n d
Canyons should not b? dcsignat*d  an ACEC  as recanmend*d in
Altcrnatiurs  3  and  4 . This ar*a  alr*ady contains wild*rn*ss
area. Proposals to close the  Plrt*au and canyons to mineral
location and woodland product srlrs. and to d*siQnrt* the  Paris
River as a wild and  sc*nic  riu*r  arc not necessary. Prottction
of this ar*a’s urrious ualu*s  could b* accomplished just as
cffcctlvcly  with Icss  r*strictiue  mrnagcmrnt methods.

Why must W*  continuously fight for to k**p our public lands  fra
being tied up into wild*rn*rs? We  l r* surrounded by wi ld*rne%e.
WC arc l ith*r lo&cd up by wild*rnrss designation,  or by th*
ACEC  W.PS. We  n**d  to incr*rsc  opportunitirs  for l conomic
dcv*l  optrant  ) n o t  continw t o  1acK lands  u p  from furth*r dtu*lop-
mrnt. WC do not n**d  additional r*stricttons.

At this point in time, 1 f**l t h a t  tha BLH h a s  done  a f a i r l y  g o o d
job of  mwrging  th* Arizona Strip Area. I f  a change is in order,
thrn dccrrasc  th* amount of land that has to be dcrignatcd

wi ld*rn*ss.

Sinccrrly,

05167

Mrv  8 ,  I990

Dennis  Curtis
Bureau of Land flanagcncnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3DSD  East
S t .  G e o r g e ,  UT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Hr.  C u r t i s :

th*
I  hrvc read  t h r o u g h  th* R*sourc* Managcmrnt P l a n  draft
Arizona Strip.

for
1 am  disturbed  by the fact that you show a

d*sir* to lock up an additional 452,800 acres. Thcsa lands  t h a t
are being  l xunin*d l r* cconanically  producing for th* needs of
many in our ar*a.

L,SS than thr**  p*rc*nt  o f  th* A r i z o n a  S t r i p ’ s  !3,371,000
acres is in priuat* hands and contributing to the local tax base.
B*caus* of  the limi  t*d private lands,
on mining,

this rrgion depends h*avily
r a n c h i n g .

contribute
and oth*r  multipl* uses of  pub1  ic lands to

to the l conanic well  b*ing  of our arca.
vcrnmcn  t

FlS the  QO-
cant  inucs  to ti l up mar* and mar* of our I and and place

them  into wi ldcrncss i t  i s  b*CominQ  mar* and  mar* d i f f i c u l t  t o
find a means to provldc  for our fami  1 i*s.

AS I
that

%tudi*d  the filtcrnatiwc  list in this draft, I f*lt
al t*rnat iuc 4  would best m*ct th* needs of th*

this l r*a. p*opl* in

pie. We
Wr nrcd  to talc*  into account th* nerds of  our p*o-

live hrr*, and  we  hwc  t o  provld*  f o r  ourxlucs.
few  who *“joy  th* U S C  o f  t h i s  wildcrncss  arca  ar*n’t

The

help  us out in any WSY.
Qoing t o
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nay  11) 1990

05-169

llav 19, 1990

D e n n i s  Curtis
Bureau of Land llmrq*mr”t
Arizonr Strip District
390 N 3050 East
St .  G~OI-Q*, UT 84770

Mr. Curtis:

I am greatly conc*rn*d  ovcry your d*sir* to r*mov* much of the
land  fran th* A r i z o n a  S t r i p  and  plrcr i t  i n t o  wildcrncss. This
rrgion nerds to provide for the needs of many. T o  rwrificc  th*s*

T
vrluablt  r*sourc*s  i n  th* name o f  ‘rcmot*n*ss  rcc+*ation.  i s  v a r y
short sighted.

!24 The Rcsourcr  Managemrnt Plan l v*rcmphrsires the need  for ‘remote-
ncss” which it defines as ‘recreation *xp*ri*nc*  opportunities  in
backcountry, natural-appearing settings’. BLM focls apparently,
that i t must impose further restrictions on mu1  tip)* “SC  to
~rcservc th* remote character of  the Strip. It  proposes  t o
treat* rcucral  new special  managamcnt  w-*Ps t o  d o  s o , LooKing at
the  Strip in a regional contrxt, however, additionrl  restrictions
l r* u”“ecesswy  and inrppropriat*.

W C cannot continue in this fashion and contiun* t o  QiVC into
th*sc *rich’ l nviro”m*ntal Ists. You need to 1 istcn  to the n*cds
of the mrjcri  ty. I ftcl  that adopting altcrnrtivc  4 is our only
choice.

Thank you.

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlmaqement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Gcorqc, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The  Arizona Strip has provihd  for  the  nerds of  so  manr  that
it is crucirl WC  not takr  the importance of this area lightly. We
must carefully l xaminc the impact of the different al tcrnrt i v*s
f r o m the RtlP d r r t . They could cause serious  problems to the
people of Northern Arizona  and Southern Utah now and  i n the
future.

Thr Parashrn  t .I-. . should not be dcsiqnattd  as l RCA a s
sugqcstcd in al ternat  iv* 2 nor as . SW l s is proposed in
Cllt*rnativ* 3 . The  proposed nanaqcment  prcscr  iptions such as no
new permanent qraz i  ng permi ts or no new pcrmrncnt roads or
improved wc*ss are not conristrnt with multipI* us* nanaq*ment.

This land, w i t h  i t s  qrrat resources, was crcrted  to prouide
ior us. Of course, that doesn’t mea” that w should be fool ish
in the days that we  d*valop  thcrc  resources. We should b* given
the opportunity to nanaqc the forests on the strip to show what a
we1 1 Inu’IaQcd  forest provides.

It is important that this land  be a land of  ‘multiplr  US*..
Lets learn to share and qet along. filternative 4 could provide
us uith this opportunity.

Thank YO",
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thy 1 7 .  1 9 9 0

H r . Dennis Curt is
Eurew  of Land tlanopcmrnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  North 3050 East
S t .  George,  UT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I  have  reviewed the Resource Wrnagcment  Plan draft ,  I  feel  that
the  i t  doer  not emphasize  the posit ive Impact  of the  mul t ip le
use  of public lands in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah. It
does  not address thr  l conanic impact of minting, grazing, and
other muliplc  uses  of the  lands.

The  Parashant  area  should not be designated a RCA as IOU  suppest
in FIltcrnotivr  2. “or as a Sti  as is proposed in Altrrnatiuc  3.

The proposed manigemcnt  prescript ions &CA  as no new  permanent
grazing permits or  no new  permanent roads or improved access arc
not consistent with mult iple use  management.

After the completion md  review  of  c-nts submitted,  I  reccm-
mend that the  ELM  support Alternative 4. I feel  that enough
land  is designated wi  Idrrness, and that management of this land
has born pood.

Sincerely,

05-171

tlrr  1 8 ,  1 9 9 0

fir. Dennis  Curt is
Eurcru  of Land Hrnrgrmcn  t
Ar izona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  North 3050 East
st.  G e o r g e ,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

It  is important that  any  decisions made conccrninp the
management of land in the  Ar izona Str ip  Distr ict  be made with
great c*rc. I  have briefly read  the draft  o f  the Resource flm-
agemen  t Pl  l , and I have  concluded that Alternative 4 would be
the most beneficial  to the  needs  of use  in our area. This  a1 tor-
nat  i vc would provide the  cant  inucd  use  of the many natural  l-e-
sources avai  1 abl  c to us,

This rltcrnatiue  could be altered to include managcmcnt  of
the t imber  resources  for timber rather than enhancement of other
“SCS. There is  a VCPY  prcat  need  to perpetuate the Pondcrosa
P i n e  species  i n  t h i s  area. I t  wi  11 not happen if it 1s  harvested
as planned  in any  of the alternatives new  proposed. Professional
managcmcn  t  o f th is  canmnercial  forest land for productivity and
sustained y i e l d  o f t imber  is  essent ia l . Logan a n d  Trunbul  I,
Pwashant  and  El  rck Rock Mountains, Woodland areas,  and  areas  now
u n d e r  liuotock  permits should be managed for multiple use,

Thank you,
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Mar  10, 1990

nr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Hanrgemcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St .  George,  UT 8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Hr .  Curt is :

I  have  examined the draft of the Resource ManrQement  PI  an
for the Arizona strip. I  do not wish to see additional regula-
t ions from BLt4. Remoteness ~111  exist because of its loc&tion,
IacK  o f  p o p u l a t i o n , and  1 ack  of roads which ore  ri  ther paved or
have  easy  access.

I have toured the area around the ‘Arizona Strip’ and found
that multiple use can and does exist harmoniously. I  have  t o u r e d
the area where reclamation has been capleted on the uranium rite
locations. Energy Fuels should be commended for the fine job of
rcplrcing  the land to i ts  pr imit ive state.

I  feel  that Alternative 4 i%  the best alternative of  the
RtlP,  however  the Par ir  Plateaus and  Canyons should not be
desiganted  a n  ACEC  1s  recoeenended  i n  Gklternatiues  3  and  4 . The
Par;&  already conrins  a wilderness  area. Proposed prescriptions
such as closing the Plateau and canyons to mi net-al  location and
woodland product sales  or designating the Paris  Riuer  a w#Id  and
scenic r iver are unnecessary. Protection of the area’s various
ualues  (cul  turrl  , recrcat  ion, etc.)  could be accomplished just 1s
effectively by less restr ict ive management prescr$iptionc.

I  feel  that Alternative 4 with modif ications stressing mul -
t iple use is in the best interest of everyone concerned.

nr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land llanrgrment
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 350 E  .
S t .  G e o r g e ,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  t l r .  Curt is :

I have  recently reviewed the Resource Management  Plan  draft
for the Arizona Strip. Of the alternatives 1 istcd, 04  s e e m s  t o
be the most reasonable solution.

We are fortunate to haue  unique breccia pipe mineral deposits
wI  t h in the Str ip which, during the part dacade, have  yielded a
major portion of the nation’s uranium production. It  has beerr
proven that the Strip’s uranium reserves can be developed without
harming other important resources.

The mining of this mineral  h&s  caused a great grauth  in our
area. I4  access  were to be trYen  away from this resource,  there
would not be employment opportunitec for these new people and
they would haue  to relocate. Not  only  would this be a hardship,
but it  would be next to impossible to sell  thei r  banes  I”  such an
l conpmi Cal 1 y depressed area.

The BLH  should promote the deuelopment  o f  important natural
resources on public lands. The multiple use of  this pub1 i  c
land has been a good  thinp. Why change that? This area  has been
enjoyed by many, and that isn’t going to change unless W C  maYe  i t
inrccesible  to the people by IocKing  it  up into wilderness area.

Sincerely.
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April 2. 1990

May  1 7 ,  lP90
Mr. Dennis  Curtis
Suroau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 Worth 305OEwt
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. curtin:
I aa nlting  to comment  on the draft Resource Management Plan

for the Arizona Stri
tL

District.
edtquately  emphuise

The draft RKP  does not
critical role that Fau1tip1e  use of

public laade  plays  in the local ecownics  in Northern Arizo~ md
Southern Utah. The commercial activitiee
rinipg. chat occur on public Land  in
beneficial impact for all  residents of the region. Because there
Is so little privrte  land in the  area  we need to moe  t.kt  no
-0COSS

$ lands. 7
reutrictiorm  am placed  on the development of such

ederal law  requirom BLH  to consider present and
potentkl  -08  of the  public land8  in ita  land  ueo  plum.  The
draftRMP.8  propwod  laud us0 ro*trlctions  will si~fficnntly
reduce tho potential of t&e  Arizona Strip District to mwtain  a
complete rmqo of c-rclil  land wee.

We have recently moan t&e  creation of dozena  of rilderneew
ueu and  tildemess
increuingly  restrlctivo

l tudy uoas and the

nrtiozml rocrertlon  arose.
ma8+eneat.

Thxm +a made maugement. for multiple
u80 of rushing  public Iti e68antid.
Act roturnod to multiple we the

The  Arlrolu lllderness
ujorit

f
of *a ueu t&e RMP

now propo8es for reotrlctito  mmgement.
additional restrictlm cm mch uee.

urge  punottop1rce
I fwor  t&  elimination of

l Guideline UO~  B- ad t&e  uloption of altermtive  tl or 4.

Whom  raatrictione  on c-rcirl  dove1
encoure  0 you to efflnaitely aate

Ptn prcc udo
development.

multiple 1ue.

not to Croats.
zderneee  areas.

in the namo  of l remotenoau~, defacto

Sincerely.

Dennis  Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I have read through  the Resource tddhaQemW-It Plan draft for
the Arizona Strip. I am disturbed by the fact that you shav a
desire to 1ocK up an additional 452,800 acres. These lands that
are being examined arc cconomrcally  producing for the needs of
many  in our area.

Less than three percent of the Wizona Strip’s 5.371,OOO
act-es is in private hands and contributing to the local tax base.
Bccrus~ of  the l imited priuate  lands, this region depends heavily
on mining, ranching, and other multiple uses of public lands to
contribute to the economic well  being  of our area. As the go-
vcrnmcn  t cant inues  to tie up more and more  of our 1 and and place
them into wi ldcrness, it is becoming more and more difficult to
f ind a means  to provide for our families.

As I studied the Alternatives list in this draft, I felt
that alternative 4 would best meet the needs of the people in
this area; however, the Par1  a Plateaus and Canyons should not be
designated an ACEC  as recommended  in Al ternatiues  3 and 4. the
Paris already contains a wilderness area. Proposed prescriptions
such as closing the Plateau and canyons to mineral location and
woodland product sales or designating the Paris River a wild and
seen i c r i ucr are unnecessary. Protection of this area’s  uarious
vai ucs could be accomp  1 i shed j u s t  a s l ffc;tiucly by 1 l ss
restrictive management prescriptions.

We need to taKe  into account the needs of O”r p e o p l e .  WC
liuc here, and we have to provide for oursclues. The few who
enjoy the use of this wilderness area aren’t going to help US out
in any way.

ThanK  you,
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May  18, 1990 Mar 19, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  o f  Land  t’,an*Qement
Arrzonr  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

nr. Curtis:

Iiutliplc  “se  of 0”~ public lands provide ways  for  us  t o
support “up  families. Because  of the  public lands  ruailablt  t b

“I, WI  can provide  a better  way of life  for the  people of this
area. Our  society  is  hcllthier  because  these  lands  are avai lable

<
f o r  our  u.r.

I& This draft of thr Arizona Strip Dictrlct  Rrrource  Managcmcnt
-5
ul

Plan can impact that way of life for my  family  if AltcrnatlJcs  2
OP  3 at-e  adopted. We  need  to be  concerned with the  a m o u n t  o f
acres  locked~up  i n  wilderness. WC  certainty do not want  to adopt
L policv  that would cause  great grief to many  people  in the
surrounding areas.

The  Parashant  area  should not be  designated  l RCA as you
S"QQ*lt II7  et  tePt-@ltl'.'*  2, or  4 Scb54 as is proposed in filtcrnatiuc
3. Restricting this area  to new  permanent  gratgng  permits or new
pwmwwnt  roads or ~mprovrd  access  is  not consistent with multi-
p l r  “se  managcmcnt.

I give  my total support to alternative 4.

Sincerely,

Mr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land thtl~Qe”Wnt
Ar~zonr  Strin  Distr ict  Of f  ice
390 N. 3050 i.
S t .  GCOPQC,  Utah  84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

The ResO”rC* Monrgment  Plan draft  for  the Ai-irona  S t r i p QiV*s
l i t t le  emphasis to the  need  of these resources  for our existence
in the area.

It S~CITIS  in an area  where local people  have  to work so  hard for
subsistsncc, t h a t  at least scene  emphasis would be placed  on
l conanic benef  I ts. i t  rrcms  that you haue  failed  t o take in to
account the  needs  of all  the people  in  th is  area. I t  seems  that
the maJori  t y  desire  to keep this wea  open for u-e  of its natural
PeSOUPCes. I ts  recreational  value  is  important , but it doesn’t
rate  number  I.

ThlS  being  the case, I believe  the rltcrnatlvc  4 wi l l  be the  most
b e n e f i c i a l  t o us in  this  area. Changes  should bc made in the
draft rcflcctinp the need  for  intensive mult ip le “SC oi the
d is t r ic t . C)rtas that should be managed for Mult iple USC arc
Uinkaret (LOQW, and Trumbu  I I >  , Parashant  and Black Rock MO”l-i-
talns, Wood1 and ar.as, and areas  nw  under  1 iurrfock  pcrmi  tr.

Thank you,
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nay  11, 1 9 9 0

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hanrgennnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North  3050  East
St. George,  Utah 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

af  tcr  examining the Resource Hanrgcmcnt Plan draft for the

5
f%-izona S t r i p , I  have concluded that alternative 4 would be  the

2
most logical l ltrrnrtive to k put into action.

0 T h e  Arironr  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t  i s , and WI  II rwnain, remote.
S*v*ral factors determine  whether  an area  will be developed  or
remain remote. Thr terrain,
i t s  accessability,

its location. availrbi  I i ty of water,
and whether it is inhabited are just a ftu of

these factors. Wr don’t  need to intcrfrr  in this process.

By designating such a huge amount of acreage into wilderness
the l a n d  bocomcs  v i r t u a l l y  inaccmssiblr  t o  a l l . There is already
enough remote.  uninhibited places  for backpackers. Lets  talc*
into account the other 99% who have to make  a l iving in this
area.
:fy!&q

Taking away  the precious resources would only CMJS~  great
p,  to the may in  +jp  pqs&  who depenq on th,er  #,p fhe.C~

lncancti
& .  : . . 2..
.&tirnit’ive.‘4  would ciint’lniii“‘tb’pro~Id9  the&oppdtunl-

tics uhIle  providing the remote-  areas  for those 90  desire to uw
the l a n d  i n  this way.

Slncer*ly,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
firiron* Strip District
390 N 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Mr. Curtis:

I am greatly concerned every your desire to remove much of the
land from the  Arizona Strip and place it into wilderness. This
region needs to provide for the needs of many. To sacrifice these
valuable  resources in the  name of ‘remoteness recreation. is vary
short sighted.

The Resource Management  Plan l vcrrmphar#zcs the nerd for ‘remotc-
n*ss* which it defines  as arccrrrtion experience opportunities in
backcountry, natural-appearing settings’. 8LM feels  apparently,
that i t must impose further restrictions on mul  tiplr use  to
prcscrvc the remote character of the Strip. It  p r o p o s e s  t o
create  several new special management areas  to do so..  Looking at
the  Strip In a regional  context, hauevw,  additional restrictions
arc unnecessary and  inappropriate.

We cannot continue in this fashion and contiune  to give into
these ‘rich’ l nv~rcmmcntalists. You need  to listen to thr  needs
of  the mrjori  ty. I feel  that adopting alternative 4 is our only
choice.
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MAY 18, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George,  Utah 8 4 7 7 0

D e a r  M r .  C u r t i s :

After examining the Resource Management Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip, 1  have concluded that alternative 4 would be the
most logical  alternatiue  to be put into action. I  f e e l , however,
that some changes should be made to better reflect multiple use
man*gemcn  t  . Areas that should be designated for multiple use and
placed i n t o C a t e g o r y  A a-e Unikrret C Logan and Trumbul  1 ),
Parashant  and Black Rock Mountains, woodland areas, and all  areas
new  under 1 iuertock  pcrmi  ts.

The Ar izona Str ip  Distr ict  is , and w i  1 1 rematn, remote.
Sever*1 factors determine whether an area wtll  be deueloped  or
remain remote. The terrain,  i ts  locat ion,  avai labi l i ty  of  water ,
i tr  l ccessabi 1 i ty, and whether it  is inhabited are just a few of
these factors. We don’t need to interfer  in this process.

By designating such a huge amount of acreage into wilderness
the land becanes  v irtual ly  inaccessible to al l . There is already
l “ouQh remote, uninhibited places for backpackers. Lets take
into account the other 99%  who have  to make a l iv ing in this
Are.. Taking AWAY  the precious resources would only cause QreAt
hardships to the many in this area who depend on ,them  for  their
i “come. Flltcrnatiue  4 would continue to provide these opportuni-
t ies  whi le  prOuldinQ  the remote areas for those who desire to use
the land in this way.

nr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land ManrQement
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St.  George, Utah 84770

Dear  Mr .  Curttsr

I feel that it  could be detr imental  to us in this area i f
Alternatives 2 or 3 are adopted fran  the RMP draft of the Arizona
Str ip . The Pnrashant area should not be designated as a RCA as
has been suQQeSted in Al ternat  ive  2, n o r  A*  a SRF1A  a s  w a s
proposed i n Al tcrnat  ive 3. 1 don’ t feel that proposed
manrgement methods are in harmony with multiple use management.
Restr ict ions not allowing new permanent grazing permits,  new
permanent roads, and improved access are not consistent w i t h
mutl iplc use management. Thus, I  feel  that adopting Alternative
4 is the only answer.

In our area there are more of our l&nd+ owned and operated
by the federal Qouernement  than in many places. A large portion
o f the Strip such as the 265,000 acres of wi ldness, is al ready
Off 1  i m i  ts to mu1 tiple  use. We need to increase rather than
decrease opportunit ies for ccon~mic  development in th is region.

It i s inconsistent with our needs to have more of these
lands t a k e n  a w a y  f r o m  U S . This region needs to continue as a

multiple use area. We don’t  need to t ie it  up into more wilder-
ness. There are already more places l uai l rblc for  this  type Of
pcop1  l than they can possibly enjoy. You need to t&Ice i n to
consideration the needs of us, the people in this. area. The loss
of these resources would be i rrcpl aceabl  l .
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May 19, 1990 May 17, 1990

Ml-. Dennis Curtis
Bureau Of Land hnaQ.m.,lt
Arizona Strip District
390 N 350 E
St. GQWQQ. UT 84770

Dear Mr.  Curt i s t

I have  recently reviewed the Resource Management  Plan
for the Arizona Strip. Of the alternatives 1 isted, 04  s..rns  t o

5 be the most reasonable solution.

2
CD We are fortunate to have unique breccia  pip. mineral deposits

within the Strip which, dUr  ing the past dacade, have yielded a
major portion of the nation’s uranium production. It has been
proven that the Strip’s uranium reserves can be developed without
harming other important resources.

The Paris Plateaus and Canyons should not be designated an
CICEC  as recofmnended  in Al ternat  iv. 3 and 4. The Paris already
contains a wilderness are*. Proposed prescript i ons such as
closing  the Plateau and canyons to mineral location and wood1 and
product sales or d.siQnatinQ  the Paris River a wild and scenic
river are unn.c.s**ry. Protection of the area’s various ual “es
CCUI turr1, retreat i onsl, etc.> could be accomplished just as
l ffectiuely by less rertricitive  management prescriptions.

The BLM should promote the development of important natural
r.*wr’c.s on public lands. The mu1  tiple use.  of  this pub1 ic
1 and has been a good thinp. Why ChanQ.  that? This area  has been
wtjoved  by many, and that isn’t QOinQ to change unless we maKe it
inrccesibl. to the people by locking it up into wilderness area.

Sincerely,

draft

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
firizona  Strip District
390 N 3050 East
St. GeorQ.,  U-r 84770

Mr. Curtis:

I am Qreatly concerned over your desire to remove much of the
1 and from the Arizona Strip and place it into wilderness. This
re9ion needs to provide for the needs of m a n y .  T o sacrifice
these valuable resources in the name of ‘remoteness retreat i on’
is vary short siphted.

The Resource ManaQement  Plan everemphasizes  the need for ‘remote-
ness= . SLM feels apparently, that it must impose further re-
strictions on multiple us. to preserve the remote charac t a r  o f
the Strip. It proposes to create several new special manaQ.m.nt
areas to do so. Looking at the Strip in a regional context,
horevcr  , rddi tionrl restrict ions are unnece%ssry and i nappro-
priate. The Parashant  area should not be desipnated  a RCA as YW
suggest in Alternative 2, or a SOFIA as is proposed in Al ternat  ivc
3. The proposed management prescriptions such as no new perm-
anent grrz ing prrmi ts or no new permanent roads or improved
access are not consistent with multiple use mmrQcm.nt.

W . cannot continue in this fashion and contiun. t o  g i v e into
the.. ‘ r ich. l nuironmentalists. You need to listen to the needs
of the majority. I  feel  that adopting rlt.rnrti,u.  4 is our Only
choice.



1
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1 . See general response to public comments page V-9.
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2 . The habitat requirements of the Kaibab squirrel is an example of wildlife needs
that must be factored into the planned forest management program, since
modifications such as thinning can have adverse impacts. The intent is to make
such habitat considerations a major component so that benefits to species such
as the Kaibab squirrel can be accomplished and adverse impacts avoided.
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M.y q.3,  1950

q .mIs Curtis, Town  Leader
suraau  o f  L.“d  t4.n.g.m.nt
At-lzon.  s t r i p  Olctl-let
390 North 3050 E.-t
St. S.org.,  Ut.h  84770

R.: Draft  R..cwrc.  H.nagen.nt  Pl.n/Environm.nf.l  Empact
Statement for tha Arizona Strip Di.trict

Dear Mr. Curti.:

Pltteched  *i-c  comment. submitted on the e&v.  Resource  Ysn-
agement  Plsn by ++..cott  *"dubon  GoclPty. Pl....  consider
these  ~eme  comments from  Northern Arizorw  Audubon. We
sgr.. Fomplately  "ItA PP..COtt  Audubon.

Ha would  lik. to .+I-.m.  th. foll.*ing  irous.:

1 . Spraying  for pr...h.pper.  or- other  in..ct. nhould
not be con.ide.d.

2. ~11  th .  .I-...  1i.t.d  under  p.rt  IV far ACEC d..ig-
nation

3. Any .Witi.n.l  road. .hould  b. tspt  to aminimum  and
unn.c....ry  ro.d.  rhould  b .  clo.ed.

4. All  rip.ri.n  BP... .hould  b. pro+.c+;d  through
sp.cl.1  n.mg.m.nt  .

5. AI1 T 5 E  a-  ..n.itfv.  pl.nt  .p.cl..  tiwld  h.v.
ap.ci.1  prot.ot1.n.

Th.nk  you for th.  opportunity  f.  corn..“+  .n  th i .  drrft.

These comments are the same as those submitted by the Prescott Audubon Society.
Therefore, refer to comment letter 04-12 and its associated responses.

Anita-YacFarl.".'
Con..rv.tlon  Cheir
505 t4org.n  Rcssd
S.&n., Ar-il.n.  66336
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I.

A.

S-15

T s-20

E B.

S-4 C.
s-5

11.

II-29

We feel that the range of a1t.rnativ.s.i~  skeb’ed  tovards
consumptive "ses of the arsa's resources, as opposed to
conservation for the following r...on.:

Alternatives 12 and 13 are very similar

1. Sama  acreaaa  o f  ACEC’8.
2. Alternative #3 confuses recreational and environnen-

ta1 co"cer".. These tvo uses are contradictory in
some vays. For example, incressed  visitor use could
have a negative impact on wildlife.

3. Surface disturbance difference between 12 and I3 -
25 ac.

Wore ACEC's or B area. "er. recommended by the public to
encompass  the area adjacent to Grand Canyon National
Park*;  northern bord.r.- If Alternative 13 v&a really a"
environrental alternative, it would include these
reccmmandations  by the public.

In Alternative (2 vs Alternative #3: 44S.210  ac -Alter-
native 92 Special Management Areasi  452,900 ac - AlterM-
tivr  I3 special Management Area.. This is not a signiii-
cant difference in acreage compared to 2.8 million total
acreage,

A. We would like to s.. all of the public's ConmentS
published end responded to. (Does this happen
anyvhere  in the BLH’s  RMP  process?)

9. The rang. of possible  Mnageaant  practicas  are not
fully explained  for the public to evaluate.

C. In many places all recreational activities br.
lumped together, i.e..  ORV's sight-seeing, backpack-
ing, trapping. etc. In spite of Appendix 20, which
defines ROS classes, each alternative should clearly
distinguish botwsen  high and 10~ impact r.er.stiOn
l ctivitirs.

D. We are pleased that the EM is not rmxm~nding  the
Ferryswal.  airport proposal.

that  tiey  “era  useless. Landmarks, -roads; ..t&
should be includad, in order to occuratrly  access
what practiaoa  ate being considrred  in what areas.

P.

Table III-29 G.

n.

I.

J.

K .

(The map. on E.A.‘s  Ior individual minan have been
better than these maps.

We.  feel it’s  better to keep the 200 ft. right-of-way
cn the Paris Plateau, than to have on. Bile-vide
right-of-way, as is suggested.

The tourist trade is being undervalued on the
Arizona Strip. User days should be given a dollar
value, in order to sccurately  assess the tourists'
and recrsatio"al USBTP effects  on the local
sconory  . According to the BfH's data (Table III-
291, only l-2C  of the area'. income is derived from
mining, tot  local residents.

All right-of-ways should be located in areas where
it doesn't interfere with scenic value.

The terms .dasirabl.  plant cowmunitvU. eundesirable  I
plant community. and ;'stagnant  com&"ity*  are used
i n  t h e draft  RHP  without boina  defined. A I
"desirable plant community** should consist  of native
plant species and exclude introduced species. Every I
effort should be made to restore slant communities
to their original candition Yi& native plant
SpOCi.8S. Vegetative treatments or conversion should
be undertaken with this ultimate goal in mind.

SpraYin-g  for grasshoupers  or other insects should
nbt -be-  consibared. -- The long-term benefit  is
doubtful, the chemicals sr. hazardous to ether
living organisms and the natural balance is upset.

Car. should be taken to maintain the primitive and
remote character of the area. Improving visitor
services should only consist of signing tlio nor.
heavily used roads. Other information could be
included on the area's visitor maps, and not in the
field in Paris, the Vet-million cliffs Natural Area.
and the Paraohant  area.

III. We are concerned. over the lack of documentation and
coordination with Grand Canyon National Park. According
to the BUI PIanual, they are handated to coordinste  with
other Federal Stst. agencies whose land is adjacent to
BU4 lands.

A. The BIAS  should respond to the official stance of the
Grand canyon W8tional Park Service rince
request Alternative  (3  i n s t e a d  o f  t h e  B%
preferrod  Altomativo  II. We ver. told that the
Grand Canyon National Park Servic-  also Feels that
Esnab Crack should ba dodqnat4  (II an ACEC arss.
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8. The remote and primitive qualities of land adjacent
to the Grand Canyon should be maintained. By law,
the BLU is mandated to maintain the special values
of land adjacent to the Park.

IV. We believe the following areas should be included under
ACEC designation; or deserve some special consideration.

A. Ksnab Creek should definitely receive ACEC status,
in spit. of the BM's rationale for dropping it.
The Grand Canyon National Park Service feels it
should be a" ACEC, and the BLH should coordinate
with the Park Service. Kanab Creek contains
riparian lands, it has dramatic canyon scenery which
is very different from much of the Arizona Strip,
and Peregrine Falcon inhabit Kanab Creek. K a n a b
Creek is also rich in archeological sites - and
further surveys should be do”. to protect and
identify more sites.

8. The lover part of House Rock Valley should be
included as a S area. Visually, the area as a vhole
is important, and it  also should ba designated as
Class II air oualitv. Hiahwav S9A  throuah House
Rock Valley ‘h&d b> a scenic-highway. (iSow  does
the BLM plan to protect the scenic by-ways?) Al l
power lines in House  Rock Valley should be buried.

C. The Witch's Pool area is known to be rich in
archeological sites and therefore 1,000 acres should
be protected.

D . The Marble Canyon ACEC should be 15,000 acres, as
suggested in Alternative 13, to adequately protect
threatened and endangered species.

E. Verlnillion cliffs Natural A?Z.i¶ should remin
designated as such.

P. Sever. grazing problems are evident at the mouth of
Paris Canyon and in the Vermillion  Cliffs Natural
Area. These grazing  problems need to be addrssssd,
and grazing plans should be adjusted dovnward  to
reflect the impact of the drought Arizona has
sxpari.nc.d  over thm  past two y..rs.

a. Andrus  Canyon should be designated as an ACEC, in
spite of your  conclusion in the draft W. Aqain, I
the BIU I4inual  1613.22 A-4 states  that public iands
adjacent to designations of other government
aqencies mum+ h rrviswsd  t o  d.t.rmin.  if t h .
special va1u.9 l xtond into the planninq  sr.s.
Andrus  Canyon is "ear Lek. X-ad  National Recreation

paae  Ref.

B-9

I-2

III-23

AZ.*, and the beauty snd remoteness of  the area is
important to maintaining the integrity of the
scenery in Lske Mead N.R.A.

H. All A C E C  areas should be closed t o minera1
exploration and entry.

V . The mining claims on the Arizona Strip are  so nuI)etFOUS
that they deserve special consideration and more than
perfunctory operating and reclamstion  rrquiremsnt‘:

A .

8.

C.

D.

c.

Give" the extent of mining claim in the area,  why
not require the most restrictive guidelines on more
than 895,000 ac, in Nternatlv.  137

How does the BM plan to manage nicroscopic  gold
mining, if it should occur? There is no evidence in
the Draft WP of planning for this possibility, and
this would be a" extre~ly  disruptive operation,
."vim"me"tally. Different plans of operation and
reclamation requirements will have to be developed
if it occurs.

On vhatever Alternative is picked, ACEC areas should
include strictest possible plan of operations for
mining on existing mining claims.

Serious concern remains  regarding the cumulative
l ffects of the mines, since thev are not evenly
spaced over the entire AKisO"a str ip : th‘y'rh
concentrated in the ares unfortunstely  close to the
Grand Canyon and the Kanab wilderness. This should
b. taken into account in the RMP.

The worst-cas. scenario should bs addressed in the
final RHP  since mining companies may become less
conscientious once the WP  process is completed.

VI. our ~oncern8  over  roads ara:

A . There ars  5,262 ri.  of unpaved roads. It is not
easy to control access OIYC. a new mining road is
developed, therefore. -  roads should be opened.

8. How does the BIX plan to enforce its road plans,
once maas  are desigM+ed?

C . "Tew roads  oxtond to ths southern tiar,  - this is
not tnts  - ‘.S up 111-21.

D . No areas should be designated  as ORV areas l %Cept
the tvo au11 acrugem  rs"tio"ed, "ear‘ two couuni-
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ties  on the Arizona Strip.

E. The inpact of sdditional roads required for inten-
sively managed  fuel wood areas is not adequately
considered. I

s-19 F. xncresned roads "es" reduced remotenesr  - this
should be considered in regards to mining opera-
tions, in tenas of meintaining  the integrity of
Grand Canyon National Park.

s-23 G. Alternative 13 could Better manage  for remoteness.

VII. Concerns over Riparia" Areas:

A. m riparian ares should be protected. through
special management. as rare as these sress sre in
ArisO"s.

8. The Eesver Dam/Virgin River eree riparian  sres is
accorded protection by Alternative 13 and not by #2.
It should be protected in all alternatives.

VIII. Suggestions pertsining  to threatened and endangered OL
sensitive species:

A. ACEC boundaries and manaqemebt  of ACEC’E  may need to
be altered ss more information on nesting pairs of
Peregrine Falcons is gathered.

8. Predator species should be protected in order to
keep the natural balance of animals (such ss
rodents) and plants, particularly in ACEC areas.

C. Sensitive plants in riperian  areas vhich are listed
in the Arizona Natural Heritage list, and also all
category two plants should- be given as much
protection es possible, to keep their populations
from declining.

0. Any proposed surface disturbance should b. reviewed
by a plant specialist vho hes visited the sres,  in
order to check for the existence of endangered
species.

E. In order to sdeguately  protect sensitive plants in
riparian srcss,  threatened or endangered species and
sensitive plants in riparisn .reas, the following
practices should be incorporated into the chosen
Mnsgement  plan: (1) vegetative msnipulatio"  should
be prohibited) (2) ACEC’s  should be closed to
miners1 rxplorstio"; and (3) no surface disturbsnce
should be ~lloved on fluid  mineral leases.

P. Great care should be taken by the BLFl to assure that
areas containing T. and E.- species of animals OK
"lants  are closed to O.H.V.'a  includina  riopina  and
&vegetating existing roada and t&l;; - T he
Arizona Strip is large and O.H.V.'s  are nearly
impossible to restrict to designated roads and
trails.

Raprasenting  Audubon members throughout the State of Arizona, we
urge you to seriously conaider  the above comments in your final
management plan for the Arizona Strip.
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American CRiprs
Way 16, 1990

Dennis Curtis, RKP  Team Leader
Bureau of Land nanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah  84770

Re: Draft Arizona Strip District Resource  Ranagemant  Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Kr. Curtis:
xD.kr~"ctorv  c nt.a

American Rivers is a national, public interest not-for-profit
corporation with  sore than 13,000 members nationwide. American
Rivers is the only national conservation organization dedicated
exclusively to the preservation of free-flowing rivers. In our
seventeen-year history, Anerlcan  Rivers has worked  intensively to
protect rivers under the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and
has actively assisted states and local groups with their river
conservation efforts.

American Rivers has worked extensively with  federal agencies in
planning for the river resources on the lands they administer.
We have assisted the planning staff of the Bureauof  Land
Kanaaement  ("BIM")  in Washincton to clarifv  administrative
direction f&&&ideration  of potential w'rld  and scenic rivers
in BIN's  resource management planning, and have reviewed, com-
mented on, and protested nunerous  BLU  plans. We have worked
similarly with the U.S. Forest Service in developing admin-
istrative direction for the evaluation aad  managesent  of
ootential  wild and scenic rivers on the Nationai Forests. and
keviewed, commented on, and appealed numsrous  land and resource
management plans issued by that agency.

Section 5(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. section
1271 et seq., requires all federal agencies to consider potential
national wild. scenic and recreational river areas in all ulan-
ning for the use and development of water and related land'
resinxces  . 16 U.S.C. sect& 1276(d). The planning responsi-
bility imposed by section 5(d) plainly requires the BLM to assess
the values of wtential Wild and Scenic Rivers durinu  the urea-
aration  of res&rce  management plans pursuant to the-FLPRA: -
Recognieing  that responsibility, BLH  Hanual  Section 1623.41A2d
identifies wild and scenic river recommendations as a possible
determination to be made in such plans.

Ur. Dennis Curtis
Hay 16, 1990
Page 2

To provide further guidance for fulfilling BLl4's planning
responsibilities for potential wild and scenic rivers, the
agency's Washington office on July 23, 1987 circulated
Instruction Kemorandum  No. 87-615,  containing draft guidelines
for identifying, evaluating, and protecting potential wild and
scenic rivers on BLli  lands. That guidance was promulgated by the
Director in final form in Instruction Memorandum  No. 87-670 and
the attached Guidelines for mre nts of tha  ild
a d Scenlcvers  A&
l&i.

(the "Guidelines"), issu:: September 1,

Under the directions established in the Guidelines, planning for
potential wild and scenic rivers on BU4 lands follows a rela-
tively straightforward, three-step procedure. Bach BLK resource
management plan is to:

(1)

(2)

(3)

evaluate the Pliaibw  of potential wild and scenic
rivers within its planning area for inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System in accordance
with the criteria set forth in Section l(b) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act (i.e., whether the river is free-
flowing and possesses one or more *outstandingly
remarkable* values);

determine the appropriate wficatipn  ("wild,"
sscenic," or "recreational") for rivers found to be
eligible;

assess the suitability of such rivers for inclusion in
the national rivers system, based upon the public
values and uses that would be enhanced or foreclosed by
such protection, the degree of public, state and local
interest in designation, and practical concerns
regarding costs and feasibility of administration.

Guidelines, Section VIII, at 9-12. Until a final decision is
reached by the agency and, for recommended rivers, by Congress,
BLH  is to protect river resource values and characteristics
through specific management prescriptions established in more
detailed recreation area management plans or project plans.
Guidelines, Section 1V.C..  at p. 7, Section IX, at p. 20. As a
substantive decision regarding the appropriate management of a
sensitive area, the planners' decision regarding suitability must
be accompanied by environmental analysis pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA").  Guidelines, Section VII1.B.
at p- 15-16.
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Mr. Dennis Curtis
Nay 16, 1990
Page 3

In order to protect the resource values and character of its
potential wild and scenic rivers until a decision is reached
regarding their designation, BLU's Guidelines reguire agency
planners to establish detailed management prescriptions. The
Guidelines state: l [T]he RKP  must prescribe the protection
(interim management prescriptions) to be provided for the river
and adjacent public land area pending the suitability and, when
necessary, subsequent action by the Conaress.* Guidelines,
Section tiII.A.l;a., at p. 11.-

ic Comments

The eligibility analysis contained in Appendix 21 demonstrates
the attention and sensitivity of the planners to the eligibility
of the Virgin River and Paris River for inclusion in the national
rivers system. The planners have documented their conclusion
that these rivers possess outstandingly remarkable values. In
particular, the planners have recognized that diverse riparian
habitat, which is presently rare in the planning area, provides
important wildlife habitat, may be an out6tandirqly  remarkable
value which oualifies a stream for inclusion in the national
rivers syste& m, Appendix 21, A-66 et se&; See also III-
21 (shlthouah accountina for less than one oercent of the
district*6 iand area, riparian areas are a&g the district's
most productive and important ewsyatens.*).

Axerican Rivers commends the Arizona Strip planners for
evaluating the Virgin River, even though it was Wdelisted*  from
the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI). See Appendix 21. A
failing common to other plans is an exarination of rivers only on
the NRI.

Hovever, there is no indication that other streams which flov
across the Arizona Strip District were evaluated for their
potential inclusion in the national rivers system.

For example, Kanab Creek possesses 12.5 riles of priority
riparian area. w Table IV-3, at IV-12. Bull Run Wash
possesses 9 miles of priority riparian area. & Pocus Wash
possesses 3 miles of priority riparian area. & Nhile the
presence or absence of riparian habitat does not determine the
eligibility of a river, it is an indicator that a stream in the
desert Southwest may possess outstandingly remarkable eco-
logical or fish and wildlife values.

1. In development of the draft RMP, all streams on the Arizona Strip were evaluated
for their potential inclusion in the National Rivers System. As a result, the Virgin
and Paria Rivers were considered eligible under the study criteria as proposed in
the draft RMP.

Natural resource managers and the planning team have reevaluated these
proposals and arrived at the same conclusions. Pocum wash and Bull Rush
wash, while identified as riparian areas, do not possess any outstanding remark-
able values and are considered non- eligible under the Wild  and Scenic Rfver
Study criteria. Kanab Creek has been impounded and diverted and was not
considered eligible for inclusion into the system by a study conducted by the
National Park Service. BLM has no reason to challenge nor to reconduct this
study.
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Hr. Dennis Curtis
Way 16, 1990
Page 4

Additional candidate rivers may be found among those areas
nominated by the planning team for ACEC consideration. For
examule, Fort Pierce ACEC is a large watershed the soils of which
contkibute salinity to the Colorado River. Appendix 6 at A-16.
It possesees a dense population of the endangered pincushion
cactus. Utah BIX has proposed an ACEC on adjacent lands to
protect the Gila  monster and two endangered plants. s. Warble
Canyon ACEC possesses a population of endangered pincushion
cactus, a pincushion cactus proposed for listing, and two state
sensitive plant species. A-16 -- A-17.

These values suggest that the streams which flow through the
ACECs possess outstandingly remarkable ecological values which
would qualify the stream for inclusion in the national rivers
system. Planners sometimes overlook the fact that ecological
values are a well-recognized eligibility criteria. w U.S. .
Departments of Interior and Agriculture, pational Wild and SCDDL.G. . . .
RR&es for Ellcrlbllltv.iver U
sification and Manaaement of River Areas (nInteragency Guide-
linea"l.  47 Fed. Rea. 39454. 39457 (*In addition to the specific--..--  , ~
values listed in Section l(b) of the Act, other similar values,
such as ecological, if outstandingly resarkable, can justify
inclusion of a river in the national rivers system.*).

The planning documents include a table of .Special Status Plant
Species Arizona Strip Dfstrict.m Appendix 29 at A-79. However,
there is minimal information as to where such species are to be
found in the planning area. When the planners assess the
eligibility of additional rivers, serious attention should be
given to the presence of such species as indicators of ecologic
values. ~160,  Appendix 28, which identifies "Important,
Endangered, Threatened or Sensitive Wildlife Species Associated
with Riparfan Areas” sets forth additional information of
ecolwfc and fish and  wildlife values present vithin stream
corridors. We suggest that the eligibility assessments of the
Virain and Paria explicitly include the applicable information
set-forth in Appendix 28. -For example, the eligibility
assessment of the Virgin River does not state that the
outstandingly remarkable wildlife values includes the Yellw-
billed Cuckoo.

The planners must undertake a serious evaluation of the free-
flowing streams in the resource area to deternine  whether they
possess one or sore outstandingly remarkable values that might
qualify them for inclusion in the national rivers system.
Whether a stream possesses an outstandingly remarkable value
should be considered within a regional context. The Arizona
Strip District includes two distinct separate physiographic
provinces: the Colorado Plateau and Basin and Range provinces.
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Mr. Dennis Curtis
May 16, 1990
Page 5

III - 3. The planhers  should consider outstandingly remarkable
vithin the contexts of these tvo  separate physiographic regions.

The failure of the Arizona Strip planners to consider all of the
area's  streams exposes those with high values that say be
eligible for inclusion in the wild and scenic rivers system to
development that can significantly degrade their values and to
damming or diversion that could disqualify them for future
consideration. American Rivers suggests that assessment of other
rivers, streams and creeks, including tributaries and headvaters,
vithin the Arizona Strip District, will result in the
identification of other rivers, streams and creeks eligible for
inclusion in the national vild  and  scenic rivers system.

The Final RMP  should expand Appendix 21 and include a separate
identifiable assesssent of the various streams and their values
examined by the planners.

The classifications set forth for the four segments of the Virgin
River are sensitive to the standards set forth in administrative
directive. See Appendix 21 at A-66 -- A-67.

I
However, the planners have not clearly identified the
classification appropriate for the Paria River. The entire 28
mile segment of this river flows through the Paria Canyon -
Vel?nilliOn  Cliff6 Wilderness tiea. Presumably, the entire river
qualifies for vild classification. In f ac t , the planners
describe the area a6 "generally iMCCSSsibl6  except by trail,
with shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpolluted."
Appendix 21 at A-69. This description meet6 the statutory and
administrative definition of a wild river. However, the planners
state that the area meets "wild  and scenic  criteria," without
specifying that the appropriate classification is wild, not
scenic. LB,

In order to protect the resource values and character of its
potential wild and scenic rivers until a decision is reached
regarding their designation, BLU's Guidelines require agency
planners to establish detailed management prescriptions. The
Guidelines state: U[T]he  RRP  must prescribe the protection
(interim management prescriptions) to be provided for the river
and adjacent public land area pending the suitability and, when
necessary. subsequent action by the Congress." Guidelines,
Section VIII.A.3.a., at p. 11.

05-I  86 (continued)

2 . See changes in text, page A-65. Appropriate potential classification for the Paria
River is “wild” rather than wild and scenic.
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Rr. Dennis Curtis
Ray 16, 1990
Page 6

The Guidelines address in detail the scope of management
prescriptions that should be adopted:

Specific management prescriptions for river corridors
identified from the NRI  list, or otherwise identified for
study, should provide protection in the following ways:

% such
- * alu s The free-flowing characteristics
idekfied  rizer seoments  cannot be modified to

allow stream impoundments, diversions, channelization, and/
or rip-rapping to the extent the BUI  is authorized under
law.

2. ver value8. Outstandingly remarkable values of the
identified river segment or area must be protected (subject
to valid existing rights) and, to the extent practicable,
enhanced.

3. Classification hmacts.  Wanagement and developwnt  of
the identified river and its corridor cannot be modified,
subject to valid existing rights, to the degree that its
eligibility or classification would be affected (i.e., its
classification cannot be changed from wild to scenic, or
scenic to recreational).

Guidelines, IX, B., at l-20.

The Arizona Strip District RMP fails to include any specific
prescriptions and thereby fails to comply vith agency directive. I

3
It is insufficient merely to recite #at "potential
classifications as deternined in this d-ent [will] be
considered when an action is proposed that may affect these
classi f icat ions.” u, Appendix 21 at A-69. The planners must
set forth particular detailed prescriptions appropriate to the
particular classification.

For example, the Virgin River has been found to be eligible, yet
the Alterative 2 (Preferred Alternative) vould provide for neroly
a "slight improve[aent]” for the riparian river corridor rather
than the q improve[nent]" which would result fron implementation
of Alternative 3. &e w-12. American Rivers suspects that
management standards appropriate to protect the important
riparian habitat would result in an improvement rather than a
slight improvement of the riparian condition.

3. Interim management described in the RMP is designed to protect the stream
proposed for inclusion in the National Rivers System or for the stream proposed
for further study. This management guidance is considered adequate pending
development of more specific management prescriptions that would be devel-
oped in a river management plan following official designation. These plans
would be subject to the NEPA process, an EA with public involvement would be
prepared.

The Draft Three Rivers RMP recently issued in Oregon contains
management prescriptions that are consistent with the ELK
Guidelines and will provide appropriate guidance to BLR and the
public of those actions that are appropriate within the relevant
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river corridor. American Rivers suggests that the Arizona Strip
planners consult with the Three Rivers planners on this issue.

4 .  Preferredv  Detem

American Rivers commends the Arizona Strip planners for the
decision to find suitable the 28 mile segment of the Paria River.
We look forward to completion of the suitability study of the
Virgin River in the near future.

We trust these comments are helpful during the Resource
Management Plan procesn. We look forward to participating
further in the RHP  process. If you have any guestiobs coucerning
any of the matters set forth above,
communicate vith se.

please do not hesitate to

s;z+y$f&
Thomas J. Cessidy, Jr.
Public Lands Counsel

cc: Gary Rarsh,  BLEI,  Washington
David wickstrom, BLH,  Washington
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Stephen M. Wlllisms
4575 North 17th Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85015

May 18, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis, Team Leader
Arizona Strip District
Bureau of Land Management
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

RI?: ARIZONA STRIP DRAFT RESOURCE UAUAGEMEUT  PLAN
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I have reviewed the above referenced document. As a turkey hunter
in the Mount Logan area for the past seven years and a bighorn
sheep enthusiast there are concerns I have about portions of this
document. Please accept my comments as part of the official public
record.

WINERAL RESOURCES
OIL AND GAS LEASING -

I support the rcstrict3on  on these leases  to protect desert
bighorn sheep, but do not feel comfortable asking a choice between
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. The maps are not detailed enough
to enable me to determine which would be the best alternative to
protect bighorn.

FOREST/WOODLAND RESOURCES
DESIGNATIONS -

Uanagement Category C (forest  management for the enhancement
of other uses) is introduced in thi8  portion of the plan and not 1
mentioned anywhere eloe. A more detailed explanation of this
management category is needed.

1. Under management Category C, an active, carefully designed long-range
program will be implemented directed toward managing, maintaining and
protecting ponderosa pine forest ecosystems. Management direction would be
to maintain healthy, viable  and biologically diverse forest ecosystems that will
meet the long-term needs of wildlife, recreation, livestock grazing, watershed
protection and other associated resource uses. Commercial forestry or harvest
are not objectives because of the importance of these forests to diverse multiple
uses. Additional inventory work is necessary in developing a management
program for the ponderosa pine areas. Specific criteria, objectives and planned
actions would be determined as part of plan development for the Mt. Trumbull
and Parashant Resource Conservation areas.
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UANAGEWENT DIRECTION -

Alternative 4 is unacceptable and should not be implemented.
There are basic questions which need to be answered before -
timber harvest is considered in the Uinkaret Mountains and the
Parashant, even those considered under Alternatives 2 and 3.

5
Those questions are:

1) what is the boundary within which commercial and
selective thinning of ponderosa pine is to occur in these areas?

2) Is there adequate documentation that silvicultural stand
exaoinations did occur? Can federally mandated commercial pine
regeneration standards be met If ponderosa pine Js harvested or
selectively thinned?

3) Is there adequate soils mapping to discern any sensitive
areas which should not be cut commercially or thinned?

0 Is there a sufficient wildlife inventory for state or
federally listed species to ever allow the harvest or thinning of
ponderosa pine?

The draft RMP  does not make a clear and convincing case
regarding the need to harvest ponderosa pine in the Ulnkaret
Mountains and the Parashant. You should provide more background
about the perceived need.

WILDLIFE RESOURCES
BIGHORN SHEEP NUMBERS -

I question how you arrived at the planned number of bighorn
sheep in Alternatives 1, 2 and 4. In the case of the Virgin
Mountains the existing numbers already exceed the planned number
by 25-50.
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Dennis Curtis
Page  3
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The preferred alternative discusses adjusting to l optfrua
numbers." This term  is not defined anywhere in the document. I 2
feel the bighorn sheep should be managed to maximize the population
consistent with habitat capability.

I

It is important to retain the ability to eupplerent  existing
bighorn populations. This management tool can benefit declining
or failing populations.

CHANGES IN KIND OF LIVESTOCK -

I agree with the intent of the preferred alterative  but am
unclear what the relationship of the monitoring and research is to
a change in class of livestock. Are these actione  to take place
on the allotntent  in question before the change is made? Or. does
the change in class occur before the monitoring and research
commence? This needs clarification.

LAURING  ACTIVITIES -

I support limiting activities which could adversely affect the
lambing and rearing of newborn bighorn laabe not just along the
lower Grand Wash Cliffs. but in all Arizona Strip bighorn sheep
populations.

RECREATION RESOURCES
ORV  DESIGNATIONS -

The designation of the different categories of OHV  uee areas
needs clarification. The aaoe  (11-24. 25 and 26) are so aencral

05-I 87 (continued)

2 . Optimum numbers is an appropriate objective in public land management,
multiple use settings. lt reflects the intent to manage for the most favorable
population of bighorn sheep according to reproductive and habitat capability,
mortality factors and other related considerations.

3. Changes in class of livestock involve monitoring studies on the allotment.
Monitoring studies are currently on all allotments, with the exception of small
isolated tracts (40 acres) in private land. Prior to allowing a change of livestock,
an evaluation is done from monitoring studies and then an EA is done on the
proposed change. If the action is found unacceptable to resources on the land,
it won’t be approved. If found otherwise, the change would proceed.

the boundaries are difficul;  to understand. Identification of
specific road segmente  in each category would be more helpful than
identifying acres  to which the category applies.
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Dennis Curtis
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Page 4

TRANSPORTATION/ACCESS
EXISTING ROADS -

I  am not comfortable with closure of existing roads where no
public or administrative need exists unless I  know what cr iter ia
are used to make the deterninations and who made them. Neither of
those additional pieC.%S- o f  infornatlon i s  p r o v i d e d  i n  t h i s
document.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sincerely,

S t e p h e n  U. Williams
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April 2. 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bursaxl  Of Land Management
Arizona  Stri Diserrct

b390 North 30 East
St.  George,  Utah  84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I am writing  to c-noon the drritRemourcs  Yurrgemant  Plan
for the Arizona  Strip District. The draft  RMF does not
adequately  a~hwizs  the critic81 role that rmltipla  11de of

6
bltc lands plays in the local economx'es in lorthern  Arizona and
utherm  Utah.
-. that occur
beneficial impact  for all residenta  of the region. Because there
is m ltttlr private  lmd  in the  area  te  need to  use  that PO
yaemuy  rrmtrictiom  am placed  on the development of such

Federal  la+  requires ELM ta coxmidar  present  and
pot&la1  ruar of the public laxada in it##  land "Ie plurm. The
draft  RYP'm proposed land use ra8trictim8  will  significantly
rodaxe  the  potential  of the Arizona  Strip Dimtrict  ta m~tain .
completr  rang*  of comerclal  land ~08.

We hare  recently  mema  the cre8ticm  of dozeas  of rilderness
ar.88 and rildenmrrs
5acrr8simgly  rutrlctlro

8tpar %r- and
- t  o f  the  nrti

-2
2

nrtioarl  rocrm8tion are-. . hu mada manag-t  for ultiple
us. of mwini.q  public la&m  r88.atial.  lln Arlzcaa  Wilderaes8
Act r&vmd  to aultiplo  use the ujorit of theI areas the FUP
mm propo8mr  for rostrictiv*  mumgemnt. f
8ddition%l  rrtrictioa~  08 such u8..

urg. younotto  phcm
I f.vor  tam l 1imilmt1oa of

May  6,  1 9 9 0

Mr. Dcnnir  Curtis
B u r e a u  o f  Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Dennis:

Development on the  St r ip  is  l imited by various natural
characterist ics of  the  area. The  rugged  terra in ,  deep  canyons,
and lack of water  hrur  made it  impossible to develop certain
arCIs. Thcrc  is no basis to rugprst  that  the basic  rcmotcncss  Of
the  area  i s  prcscnly  threatened  i n  any  respect.

It  is  not necessary to set  aside  more  of our economical 1Y
prOduCi  ng pub1  ic 1 l nds in order to assure that sane  of our 1 and
w i l l  remain  remote. This  arca  has not lncn  owr  developed nor
over  used  d u r i n g  the  p a s t . Awar  for remotrncsr  l ctiuitics will
continue to bc avai lable to us.

I n  rcadinp  the  Resourcr  tim~gwnent  Plan  d r a f t  t h a t  You arC
studying for  this area, I found that you apparently feel  we  need
more  wi 1 dcrness. I would say  that 452.800 acres  i s  an OUtraQ@OUS
request. I  support Altcrnrtiuc  4 In which 77.000 addition acres
be  designated  a s  uildwnes8l  however,  we  s h o u l d  be cwtrln  t h a t
we  will  hauc  access  t o  the  i m p o r t a n t  n a t u r a l  re%ources-

Sinccrclr,
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nay  9, 1990

nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Gcorgc, UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Dennis;

AI a user of  the  Arizona District, I  feel  it  important to
voice my concerns about possible changes that could occur  I” this
P.Qion.

Our main emphasis durinp  this decision maKIng  time  should be
to 1ct this land remain auailablr  for multiple us+?  as much as
possible. The e\rizonr  Strip is a sour=* of recreation for some,
and the  source of their  Iluelihood  to others. These P,sO”CCe*
should not be overlooked  i n  o r d e r  t o  9lvc others  more P*CP.l-
tiona1 “**age o f  the  ~-.a. There  is already  w i  ldcrness  area
l url lablc on the  strip, and  IN don’t  need  to add to it just t0
keep  the naturalists happy.

A f t e r  reuirwing  the  d r a f t  f o r  the Rrrourcc  t’lmagrmrnt Plan,
I  have  decided that alternative  4 wuld ba most  beneficial to all
concerned. IA need  t o  Keep thts la”d  available  f o r  all  t o  use.

Thank you,

Dennis  Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George.  UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

W C  i n  t h i s  region  have felt  the prrssurrs  o f  continurly
lossing “se to OUP pub1  ic lands to one  thing or mother. I do
admit the sac of the reasons are valid, but WC can  only  handle
so much. WC 11-e affected by wilderness, wi Idcrncsr  study areas,
National parks, rrrcrvations. and the newer threat of closing
dawn our timber resources do to the endangered  Spotted Owl.

The  Resource Management Plan draft for the Arizona Strip
focuses narrowly on the  only  public lands in this ama  that are
stil l  open to multiple use  and ignores the broader  picture of a
region which is largely already  withdrawn from multiple use.
There is no shortage of land  to explore  and enjoy  when looking
f o r  a wildwncsr  cxptrience.

I support AI twnative 4. I t  s.uas t o  br best able  t o  meet
the demands  of  the many who use  this arma.

Thank YOU,
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nay 9 ,  19w

M r . Dennis Curtis
Burca!  Of Land ~Pn~QeMnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. ScorQ,.  Utah 84770

Dear Mr.  C u r t i s

In your Rcsourcc Management Plan draft  for the Arizona Strip
you stated  that the ‘preferred’ alternative was It2. Th i s causes
me  t o  WOFPY, because the loss of thr resources  in this region
could have a serious affect  on my future.

Our canmunitr  is rclatiucly  far  f rom rcpional  cconcmic  hubs.
AS a conscqurncc. WC must lsrqrlr depend  on local industry and  on
the continuation of multiple use  o f  BLH administered public land
to sustain our cconamic bare. I n  the  last  several  YCIPS. hw-
*“Cl-, many local industries such as mining and clnchinq  hauc  been
operating on the margin.

Increased  BLM regulatton  that further restricts the  opportu-
nities for camn~rcial  actiuities  should occur only whcrc  specific
circumstances  clearly demand  such regulation. I do not see  a
need to mak  any major  chan@Qs  at this tiw. Thus, I support
Alternative 4  .s the best choice to ma&e. BY so doing, these
public Imds would still bc  able  prouide  this impwtmt l conaic
bare that WC need so badly in this ~CQ. at this time.

Sinctrcly,

nr. Dennis  Curtis
Bureau Of  Land tlrnagcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. thOt-Q*, U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear ?ir.  C u r t i s

1 t stems that more and more people arc trying to take lands
away  from the majority who need  them  and  pive them  to the minori-
ty who want them. 1 thinK t h a t  we  nerd t o  dlstinpoirh be twecn
desires and  needs. WQ all have to do that with our awn f inrnccs.
It is time to do this when it comes  to drtcrmininp  the manapmwnt
methods of our public lands.

A large  portion of the  1 and% proposed for additional
restrictive management are the same lands  recently studied and
rclcarcd  fran  wilderness designation. Congress dcc  i ded that
these lands should be returned  to multiple use. Hotruer,  t h e
Resource Mmrpwnent Plan’s new restrictions on these lands would,
for  al 1 practical purposcr,  make them  wilderness  areas. 1 Q”QSS
it shows hau  well  federal  and stat? gouerment  works together.

Alternatives 2 &  3 QO  overboard  in setting aside l xcrssive
wi 1 dwncss  area. I support alternative 4. BY adopting thlr
plan, WC could still  hwr saw land wailablr  for multiple use.
We  need to use  thrsr resources, they arc critical.to  our suruival
i n  t h i s  area.

Thank YOU
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tlry  9. 1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  Of Land t,U~QMh.”  t
&rizona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390  North Z&O  East
St. G~oI-Q~,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr.  C u r t i s :

WC  in  this region have  felt  the prcssurcs  of continurly
lossing  USC  to our  public lands to one thing or  another. I do
achit  the  s a c  o f  the  r..sons  arc  v a l i d .  b u t  UC  CL” only  handle
SO much. WC .cc  affected  by uildwness, wildcrncrr  Study  aPeas,
Nat ionrl  prrlcs,  rrscruat  ions, a n d  the  newer  threat  O f  clorlng
down OUP  timber CCSOUPC~S  do to the  endangered Spotted Owl.

The Re%ourct  l-lanagcncnt  Plan  draft  for  the Ar izona Str ip
focuses nrrrowlr  on the only  public lands in this area  that  are
s t i l l  open  to mult ip le use  and i~naes  the broader picture of a
region  which is  lar~elr  already  uithdrwn  frtan  mult ip le use.
There  is no shortage  of land  to cxplorc  and enjoy  when  lookinp
f o r  a wildcrmss  experience.

I  support Altwnativr  4. I t  seems  t o  k b.st  able  t o  meet
the  bmands  o+ the  u”r  who  “I.  t h i s  a~...

Than& you,

05-I 95

nay  10, 1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land tlUB&Qcm*n  t
Ar izona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050 E
St.  Qcorge,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s !

The people  i n  the  W-CL  c o u l d  bc Qrratly  a f f e c t e d  b y  WY
changes that could occur  due  to yaw  study of the  CIrirona  Str ip .
&cause o f  t h i s , I obtained a copy  of the Rrsourcc  t’,U,~Q~~~n  t
P1.n  d r a f t . After  examining it , I  real  izrd  t h a t  there  ware
scrlous  reasons to be concerned. Our  carmunity  depends heavily
o n  the  S t r i p ’ s  PCSOU~CCS. The  economic affects could be vtrr
serious.

The additional regulation proposed in the  RIlP  w i l l  adutrsclr
affect  local communi  t ics . Exist ing fedrrrl  restr ict ions imposed
throughout the  repion  and  the  re lat ive ly  l imited private  land
available  to us  leaves  us extremely sensitive  to any  further
f*dwri  restr ict ions .

Our l ivel ihood could be seriously affected by  these  chanws.
Al  tee-native  4 of the R)9  sums  I ike  the logical  answer. Ue  need
to see  to  I t  that  these raourcCs  remain  available  to USC. The
I O U  o f  timber, nininp,  (1  Q?r+inQ  rights  c o u l d  not  be rrplaced-

Sincerely,
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A p r i l  2 ,  1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureauof  LandManagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 Ewt
St. George, Utah SK770

r-w. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land natIaQG?mtnt
&rizona  Strip District
390 North 3050  East
St. GcOrQe, Utah 84770

Dear  fir. C u r t i s

In your Resource HanaQement  Plan draft for the Arizona Strip
you stated that the ‘prcfcrrcd’  al tcrnrt iuc was M2. This CWICE
me  t o  worrr. because the loss of the resources in this rcpion
could have a rcrlous affect  on my future.

Dur ccnmaunity  i s  relatively  f&r fra  rqionrl cconmic  h u b s .
AS . conscq”.ncc, we  must larpclr  depend  on local industry and  on
thr continuation of multiple use  of  6Lii  adminirtcrcd  public land
to sustain our economic  bass. In  the last several years,  how-
ever, many local indurtrics  such as mining and ranChinQ have  been
operating on the marpin.

Increased BLM regulation that further restricts the opportu-
nities for camwrcial  l ctiuitirs should occur only where  specific
circumstances  clmulr  dsmand  such rsgulatlon. I do not sss a
nscd to make  any major chanws  at thi8  tints. Thus, I support
A1  tsrnatlw  4  a s  ths k s t  choice  t o  makr. By s o  doinQ,  these
public lands would still  k abls  prouids  this important cconaic
bare that WI nssd so badly in this area  at this t.im.

Sincerely,

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I am niting t.a  comment OII the draft Resource Naxugement  Plan
for  the Arizona Strip District. T h e  d r a f t  RMP dow n o t
adequately emphasize the critical role that multiple us*  of

%
ublic  lands plays in the local economies  in Northern Arizona and

uthern Utah. The commercial activities. particularly uranium
mining, that occur on public land in the District  have a
beneficial impact for all residents of the region. &cause there
is so little private land in the area we need to see that no
unnecessrsy reatrictiona are placed
lands.

on the  development of aach
Federal lar requires BJA  to consider present and

potential uses of the public lands In its landuseplans.  The
draft W's proposed land pee restrictions rill significantly
reduce the potential of the Arizona Strip District to sustain a
ccuplete range of commercial land uses.

Wa have recently seen the creation of dozens of wilderness
uew and rilderness study a r e w  a n d the l mmion  of

inaewingly  restrictive
-EY- Of

3the nationa  puka and
national recreation are-. s haa de management for multiple
use of remaining public lands essential. The Arizona Wilderness
Act returned to multiple use the ujorit

f
of the uew the  RNP

now proposu for rwtrictlve  maa8gment. tug0 you not to place
additl0ma.l  restrictions am such use. I favor t&a et~ion of
%uideline  area 8. and the adoption of alternative  t

Where restrictloas  on cmcial develo
encour

'p
e you to ~firmat.iVe41~  state that FJfEt~nz:r;fd~o:

to prec ude multiple use, particularly properly regulated mineral
development. There shMtid Uz r-+mgion  that BuI'a intentions

not to at&e.
z:derness  areaa.

mreaotenws~. de facto
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nr. Dennis Curtis
Guctau of Land Mana9arwnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear fir. Dennis:

Dcuelopmcnt on the Strip is limited by uarious  natural
characteristics of the area. The rugged terrain, deep  canyons,
and lack of  water have made  it impossible to deurlop  certain
meas. Thrrc is no basis to suggrst  that the basic remoteness  of
the area is prcsenly  threatened in any respect.

It is not ntcesswy to set aside more  of  our cconaicrllr
producing pub1 ic 1 and8  in order to assure that  some  of our land
w i l l  r*nain  remote. T h i s  area h a s  n o t  been  wer dcuelopcd  n o r
over used during the  past. Areas  for rcmotcness l ctiuitia will
continue to be available to us.

In reading the  Resource Hanagmnent  Plan draft that YOU arc
studying for this area, I  found that Y O U apparently foe1 we  need
mot-0  wl lderness. I would say  that 452,800 acres  Is an outra9eous
request. I support Al ternatlue  4 in which 77,000 addition acres
be drslgnrted a s  wilderness: hcucuer,  we s h o u l d  be certain  that
we  will hawe access to the  important natural resources.

Sincerely,

05-l  99

ury Ii, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Gurtau  of Land Wanrgcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  N o r t h  3 0 5 0  E a s t
St. George,  Utah 84770

Dear Fir Curtis:

After reviewing the  Resource lianagcment Plan draft  for the
Arizona Strip I am  in support of alternative 4. I  believe it  is
the best method for management of th4w public lands.

This land is a” important source of cmplorrncnt to us in this
arta. There should be .sanc  emphasis placer  on ‘ long-term users.
There should be so”w  thought to providing incentives to kctp  them
i nuol ued as tools for management. T h i s  i s  the m o s t rel  irblr
method of ensuring 1 ong  term upward trends  in ranpe and rtsource
condition. LO”9 trrm, resource usrage  will continue to provided
tht much nccdcd jobs, and tax base for our communities.

It isn’t our responsibility to create  wilderness. Witdrr-
ncss areas  naturally exist because of conditions of nature. I
don’ t feel there is no any  shortrgt of .r*mot4ness.  o n tht
A r i z o n a  S t r i p . Pltase  consider l lttrnrtivc 4 when making this
important dtcision.

Sinctrely,
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Mar  10, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlrnagcmcnt

Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. GtOrQr,  “T 8 4 7 7 0

Dear M r .  C u r t i s :

W e  i n  t h i s  region  have felt  the pr~ssurcs o f  c o n t i n u c l y
lOSSinQ  USC to our public lands to on-  thing or another. I do

r:

adnit  thr some of the reasons  are  valid, but we can only handle
so much. We are affected by wilderness, wilderness study areas,

2
Nat i onrl parks, rceervrt i ens, rnd  t h e  newer threat  o f  clcsi nQ

A down our timber resources do to the l ndanQQred Spotted Owl.

The Resource ManrQcmcnt Plan  draft for the Arizona Strip
focuses narrarly  on the on1 y pub1  ic lands in this area  that  arc
stil l  open to multiple USC and ignores the broader picture of a
region which is lrrpcly  already withdrawn from multiple USC.
Thcrr is no shorta*  of 1 and to explore and enjoy when 1 oolting
for  l wilderness experience.

I support 61  t*rnatiu*  4. I t  s8ans  t o  bc  best  able  t o  meet
the demands of the many who USI this area.

ThrnK Y O U ,

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Burcao of Land MmaQcmtnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
S t .  G e o r g e .  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dcrr Mr. Dennis:

As a user of  the  Clrirona  District, I  feel  it  important to
uoio  my concerns about possible changes that could occur in this
rcpion.

Our main emphasis during this decision maKing  time should be
to let this land remain available for multiple us as much as
possible. The  Arizona Strip is a source of recreation  for  some,
and the source of their livelihood to others. These rtsources
should not be overlooked in order  to give others more r*cr*a-
t i onrl "Nap* of  the area. Thcrr is already wilderness area
avri  lable on the strip, and we  don’t  need to add  to it just to
lccep the  naturalists happy.

After  rtulwinQ  t h e  d r a f t  f o r  the Resource ManaQmnent  P l a n ,
I have dcclded  thrt;rltecnatiuc  4 would br -most brncficirl  to all
concerned. We  need to keep  this land  available for all to ust.

Thank you,



05-202

nay If, 1990

05-203

nay II,  1 9 9 0

nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Planagrmen  t
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3OM East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis

In  your Resource Management  Plan draft for the Arizona Strip

$
You stated that the  ‘preferred’  altcrnativc was U2. Th i s causes
mr t o  WOPPY, because the loss of the  resources in this region

2
could have  a serious affect on my future.

h3 Our cawnunitr  is olatiuely  far  froh regional cconanic  hubs.
A s  .  cons.q”r”cc, we must largely depend on local industry and on
the continuation of multiple USC o f  GLn  adninistrrcd public land
to sustain our cconanic base. In  thr  last seurral  years, how-

l vrr, many local industries such as mininO  and rhnching  have been
oprratinp on the margin.

Incrcasrd  GLH regulation that further restricts the opportu-
ni ties far  connwcial  activities should occur only where specific
circumstances clearly demand  such regulation. I do not SW a
nrrd to ukr  any major chmgcs  at this tire. Thus, I  support
Clltwnatlue  4 as the best choice  to makr. By so doing, thrsr
public lands would still be  able provide this Important economic
base that we  nrcd  so badly in this area at this t.iir,

Si nc*rcl  y,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Uanaprmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr C u r t i s :

After  reviewing the Resource Management Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip I am  in support of alternative 4. I  believe  i t  i s
the best  method for  mana.qcmrnt  o f  there  public lands.

This land is an important sow-cc of employment to us in this
l rra. There  should be same  emphasis places on ‘ long-tern’ users.
There should be some  thw9ht  to providing incentiucs  to keep  them
i nvolvcd a s  t o o l s  f o r  nanagwnent. T h i s  i s  t h e  m o s t  r+liable
method of ensuring long term upward trends in range and rrsourcr
condition. Long t*rm, resource  uscagr will continue to provided
thr  much nrcdrd  jobs, and tax base for our cawnuni  tics.

It isn’t our rrsponstbil ity to create uildrrness. Ui I drr-
nrss areas naturally exist brcauu  of conditions of n a t u r e .  I
d o n ’ t  frrl there i s  n o  any s h o r t a g e  o f  .remotrness*  o n  .the
Acironr S t r i p . Please consider  l ltwnativo 4 uhrn  making this
important decision.

CdovnAo  Ci+-JJ,  F+z  860rf
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April 2, 1990

Nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George,  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I em writing to comment on the draft Resource Yanagement Plan
for th4 Arizona Strip Dirtrict. Ih4 d r a f t  RNP d o e s  n o t
adequately 4mphasize th4

Ii.?
lie

critical role that multiplt we  of
land*  playu la th4  local 4~0-48  in Northern Arizona and

uthem Utah.
mining.

Tha  commsrcial  activities. particularly uranium
that occur on public land in th4  District hav4  a

beneficial impact for all residents of t.b4 rtgion. Because there
ia so little private land in th4  uea 14 need to gee  that  no
unn4c4~S
lands. "E:

reatrictiopo U4 placed on th4  development of Nch
4d4ral la= requires RLM to consider present and

potential ~~4s of the  public landa  in italandus4plma.  The
draft RMP's propcm4d land w4 r46trictions till significantly
reduce  the  potential of the Arizona Strip District ta swtaio.  a
completn  rang4 of coPnercial land w4s.

WC have recently a44n th4 creation of dozens of rildem4s6
ueas end rilderness -dY uea8  and tb4

"E
ausiou  of

incr4adngly  r4strictiv4 ement of
national r4cr4ation  u4a4. -2

tie nationa park8 and
8 hu rd4 aaIMg4a4xlt  for multiple

we of remahiug  public lamie  4esential. Thr &is- ~ildSmes6
Act r4tumed t.a mltipl4  w4 t&4 ujorit

f
of th4  ar4m th4RW

now propo848 for rrstrictiv4 mauapwnt.
additional r4strictions cQ8uchw4.

urge younottoplace
I favor th4  4liaination of

'Wd4line  ar4a B- aad tba  adqtlax  of altornativ4 Jl or 4l.

Vh4r4 r44triction4 00 -cial  d4v41
cncour

Ip
4 you to affirmati-841~  &ate Ofti%zzn..;:L:thatB

to prec ud4
davalqment.

mltipl4  ~4. particularly properly regulated mineral
mere  &oald be 110 question that ELM.8 intentions

ua not ta craat4. In th4  name of •remotertems~,  de facto
rildemero  ar4as.

Sinc4r4ly.

May  11.  1 9 9 0

Dennis Curt is
Burcru  o f  Land  tlan~gcmcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 NW  th 3050 East
S t .  Gcorqie,  Utrh  84770

Dear  Hr  C u r t i s :

After  rcuirwinp  the Resource  +‘knaQcmcnt  Plan  d r a f t  for the
FIrlzonr  St r ip  I  un in support of altcrnrtiw  4. 1  bclicuc  i t  i s
the  best  method for manrgcment  of there  pub1  ic lands.

This  lrnd  is  UI  important source  of cmploymcnt  to us in  th is
al-*a. There  s h o u l d  b4 sane  emphasis  plxes  o n  ‘ l o n g - t e r m  users.
There  should be rune  thoupht  to providing incentives to keep  them
involued  as tools  f o r  mmlgcmwlt. This  is  the most re l iab le

method  of l nsurinp long tcrln  upward  trends  in range  and t-C*OUPC*
condi  tlon. Long term. P~SOUPCC  uscrpc  wil l  continue to provided
the  much needed  Jobs. and tax base  for our comnuni  tic4.

It  i s n ’ t  o u r  responsibility  t o  create  wildcrneS4. Wildw-
n*sr 4~44s  n4tur41  Iy exist  kcause  of conditions of n a t u r e .  I
don’t  fwl there i s  no  a”Y  rhoftagc  o f l remotrn*ss= on th4
*iron4  S t r i p . PI....  consider al t4rn4t  I uc 4 vhcn  m4k  ing th is
important decision. .
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nrr 0, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Burrw  of Land tlanaowwnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. thCWQ*,  Utah 84770

Dew-  Ur.  Dennis:

Dewlopmcnt on the  Strip is limited  by uwious  natural
characteristics of the  wea.

-5
The rugqcd terrain, deep  canyons,

and lack of water have  made it impossible to dewlop  certain
.C.as. There iS no basis to SuQQcrt  that the basic remotrncss of
the area is posenly threatened in any respect.

I t  is not necessa#-y  to set aside mot-e  of our rconomically
producinp  pub1 ic I and8  (n  order to assure that sane of our land
wil I remain remote. This area has  not been  ouer developed  nor
OYW  u s e d  durine  the prrt. Areas  for  r*motencrr  activities will
continue to be available  to us.

Zn  readin  the Rerource IianrQmwnt Plan draft that you are
StUdYlnQ for  t h i s  a~.., I  found that you apparently  feel  WC need
more  wi ldernrss. I would say that 452,800 aep.8  is an outrageous
r*qu*st. I support Altwnatiuc 4 In which 77,000 addition acres
k deslpnated  as ri tdwners; howww , w should b. certain  that
we  wil I have  access to the important natural P~SOUPC~S.

nay 11, 1570

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tianagcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Geor9*,  utall 8 4 7 7 0

Dcrr  Mr. Curtis

In  yaw Resource Hmrgemcnt  Plan draft for the Arizona Strip
YOU  stated that the ‘preferred’  al  tcrnrtiuc was U2. Th i s causes
me  t o  worry. becrurc  the l o s s  o f  the PC~OU~CCS  i n  t h i s  r e g i o n
could have a serious affect  on my  future.

Dur c-nity is retrtiutly far  fran  regional economic hubs.
A%  a conscqu*ncc, WC must largely depend on local industry and on
the continuation of multiple USC o f  BLM administered public land
to sustain OUF economic base. I n  the last uucral  YCW-8, haw-
*“.I-, many local industries such as mining and  ranching have been
operating on the krpin.

Increased  BW  regulation that further restricts the opportu-
nitles  for  cawwrcial  rctiuitics should occur only uherc  specific
circumstmccs  clearly dwnmd such regulation. I do not WC a
need  to make  any major Ch8nQes 8t this time. Thus, I support
Clltwnrtlw  4 as the best choice to make. BY so dOinQ, thcsc
public lands  would still br rblc prouidr this important l conaic
base that we  need so badly in this area  rt this $ime.

Sincere1  y,
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May 12, 1990

0 5 - 2 0 9

Mar  8, 1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  o f  L a n d  timagemcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
cit. G e o r g e ,  U T  84770

Hr. Curtis

I  do not feel  that the Resource Planrgcmrnt Plan draft for the
6wizona  Strip Area establishes the need for additional mmagemcnt
rrrtrictions. Thr impact  o f  managcmcnt  restrictions on multiple

-7
use could be substantial. Little evidence  shows that such PC-
strictions must be imposed to protect any  rcsourcc.

Many  of  these areas  of concern are protected  under federal  man-
l grmcn t 1 *WI. Why inflict us with more  restrictions, and  rcgulr-
t i onr? Wr have seen that Rrcrcrtional l njonnent can exist in
unison with harvesting the mineral  and timber resources. Al tcr-
natiue  4 is my  choice to best lmaue  these public lands as a
multiple use area.

Thank YOU

Dennis  Curtlr
Burcru  of Land Management
C\rizonr Strio  Distr ict
390 N 3050 E’
S t .  G~oI-Q~.  LIT  84770

Dear  Mr  Curt is :

I hauc eramined  the R~SOUPCC  H&napcment  Plan draft. T h e
people In this WC*  nod to stand up md  be counted. If WC don’t
take  a stand  now, It could be to late.

. Mining hrr b e e n  able  t o  prouide  nrnr  ntrdcd Jobs  i n  our
.r*.. Where would our  <aunities  be  today i f  thcsr t-.*O”PC.s
had  not brcn  cxplorcd  and cultivated? This  region provides much
needed  QraZinQ  for  the  ranchrrs  of  this l - .a. The  timber  could
be hwuertcd  in the future when demand  i s  shown. Thrrr  i s  great
beauty  to be  sew  l d enjoyed  br  all, and  I don’t feel that the
US.  o f  these  P~NW-C~~  ha%  threatened  t h a t .

What  good would  tieing  up more  land into wildcrncrs  do? I
feel that Ies%  people  could mJoy  the P.SOU~XS  this land has  t o
offer. I  support Altrrnative  4. It would add SON  additional
am.8  for  wilderness  US., but would continua to alla,  US  the  use
o f  these  precious  F.SOUFC.S,
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nay  1 0 ,  1 9 9 0 M&Y  11. 1990

Mr.  Dennis  Curt is
Bureau  o f  Land  PIanaQ4ment
Ar izona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  N o r t h  3 0 5 0  E a s t
St. Gcorqr.  UT 047M

Dear fir.  Dennlsr

ns l U*W  of the  Clrizonr  D is t r ic t , I  f*ol  i t  inportwat  t o
voice  my  concerns  about  possible Chmpcs  that  could occur  in  th i  g

+
l-*gi0n.

Our  main  emphasis  durinq  this decision making  tine  should br
to I?t this  l a n d  ccmaln  available  f o r  multiple  us as m u c h  AC
possible. The Ar izona Str ip  is  a sowa  of &creation  for same,
and the  sowcc  of  their  lluelihood  to others. There r•I0”PC.S
shout  d not k overlooked in ordw  to QIW  others mow  WCPC~-
t ional “..aQ. O f  the  .r.*. There  is  already wilderness wea
l uai Iable on  the s t r i p , and  WC  don’t need  to  add to  i t  just  to
keep  the  natural  Ists  happy.

Cvizona  Strip  Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St. Gcorqe,  Utah 84770

Dear  tir  Curt is :

Clfter  rcviewinq  the  Rcsourcc  Management  Plan draft  for the
Arizona Strip I *III  in support of rltcrnative  4. I belicuc  i t  i s
the best method  for nanaqwnent  of there  public lands.

This land is an important ~OUPEC  of cmplonnent  to us in this
area. There  should  be  rune  emphasis  places  o n  ‘long-term’  VHPI.
There  should be  sane  thought  to prwidinp  inccntiws  to keep  them
Involved .s too1  s for manaqrmrnt. This is the most rrl  iable
method  of l nsurrnq IOnp  term  upward trends in rrngc  and resource
condition. Lonq term.  P.~CUPC~  usra~e  will continue  to provided
the much nrcdrd  Jobs, and tar  base  for  our  cammunitles.

It isn’t our  rcsponsibll  I ty  to crcrtc  WI  ldwn~ss. ui I der-
il.,* 4~eas  natural ly  cxlst  because  of conditions of nature. I
don’t f**1 there Is no .r,y  rhort*Qe  of l remotrn*ss* o n  the
nritona  Strip. PIease  consider alternatIve  4 when  uklnq  this
important decision.
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Ha* 10, 1990 nay  10,  1990

Mr.  Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hknrpcawnt
*lronr  str ip  Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St.  Ocorg*,  U T  84770

As l user  of the Arizona  District, I fcrl  i t  important  to
uolcc  my concerns  @bout  possible  chmprs  that could occur  in this
rrpion.

Our main  emphasis durinp  this decision making tine  should  bc

-5  to jet

th is  land  remain  auiilable  for  multiple  us as nuch as
possible. The Arizona  St r ip  i s  a source  of  recreation  for  sane,

c:
and the so”rc.  OF their  l ivel ihood to others. These PC,WPC.S
should not bc  ourrloak,d  I n  order  t o  9lw  athcrr  mar.  r~cr.,-

-4 t ionrl “ C C  .p. o f  the area. There  i s  already  uildwness  .,-,a
l vai 1 l bl c an the str ip , and yc  don’t need  to add to It  lust to
keep thr  nrturali,ts  happy.

Dennis  Curtis
Bureau of Land nW’l~QP”Wflt
Arizona Str ip  District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear tlr.  Curtis:

The  people  i n  the  area  c o u l d  be g r e a t l y  affected  b y  m y
ChanQes  that could occur due to YOUP  study of the Clrizona  Strip.
Bccausr  o f  t h i s , I  obtained a copy of the Rcsourcc  nanagemen  t
Pl  an draft . A f t e r  cxunininp  i t , I  real  izcd  t h a t  there  wet-@
serious reasons  to be  concerned. Our conmwni  ty depends hcavi IY
on the Strip’s resources. The l conanic affects could be very
serious.

The  additIona  regulation proposed in the Rt4P  will adversely
affect  l o c a l  cannuni ties. Existing federal restrictions imposed
throughout the region and the rclatlvely  limited private land
available to us leaves  us l xtrtmcly sensitive to any further
federal  r e s t r i c t i o n s .

Our Ilvcllhood  could k seriously affected  by thcsc changes.
Alternative 4 of the HIP seems  like the logical answer. W need
to see to It  th8t  these resources remain  rvrllable  to use. The
lose  o f  tlnkr, mining, &  wrzinq  rights could nqt be replaced.

Sincerely,
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n.r  9 ,  1 9 9 0

nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau  Of  Land flanrp*ment
Arizona Strip Oirtrlct
390 Nwth 5050 East
St.  i3~orQr,  UT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  tlr.  C u r t i s

It seems  that more  and more  prepl*  *P* trying to t&r  lands
ww  from  the tioritr  who need then and give  than to the mince-i-
t)r  who  want  th*m. I  think that W.  need  to distinauish  betw.en

-f desires  l d needs. Ue aI I haw  to da  that with our-&n  f inawes.

lb
It  is time to bo  thlr  uhen  It canes to determining the nanapwwnt

methods  of our  public lands.-I
cz c)  1-w  portlon  of the  lands  proposed f a r  additional

restrictive managmnt  .I-.  the sww  lands  recently  studied and
released  fraa,  Ullderness  designation. Congress decided that
these  lands should ba roturnrd  to multiple us.. tbueucr.  the
Rcswrce  Hmrwmnt  Plan’s new  restrictions on these  lands  uould.
for  all  practical  purport.  maYe  them  wilderness  weas. I gucsr
it shcus  how  wll  federal  l d state  Qwwnment  works  towthor.

n a y  12,  1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Mmagcmcnt
Arizona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 North 3050 East
st.  srorge,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

n r . Curt is

I do not feel  that  the Resource  llm’mqmnent  Plan  draft  fw  the
Arizona  St r ip  #wea  rstabllshcs  the need  for addit ional manawment
restrictions. The  impact of management  restrictions on  multiple
“cc  could bc substantial . L i t t le  widener  shars  that  such rc-
strictions  must bc  imposed to protect mr  tvsowc~.

M.r,y  of these  .I-c.~  of c0nc.r”  .r.  protected under  federal  run-
l gwwn t I aus. Why inf l ict  us uith mot-e  restr ict ions .  and rcgula-
tions?  WC  have  seen that Recreational w&wwnt  can exist  In
unison with harvesting  the mlnwrl  and timber PC~~UPC~C. Al t*r-
native  4 is  my  choice  to best lewc  the-a  public lands  as a
mult ip le use  wea.
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nay 8, 1990

05217

nay 12, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
CIrizonr  Strip District
390 N 3OSO E
St. G~oPQ*,  UT 84770

Dear tlr Curtis:

I have examined the Resource Managcmcnt  Plan drrf t. The
people  in this l rea need to stand up and be counted. I f  W C  d o n ’ t
t&c a stand now, it could bc to late.

Mining has been  able  to provide many nccdcd j o b s  i n our
wea. Whcrc would our carmunitirs bc  today  if  these resource*
had not been  explored and cul t iurtcd? This region provides  much
needed g r a z i n g  f o r  the ranchers  o f  t h i s  area. The timber could
be harvested in the future  when demmd is shaen. There i s  great
beauty  to be  seen and enjoyed  by al 1, md  I  don’t  feel  that the
use of  these resources has threatened that.

What Qood would tieing  up more  land into wilderness do? I
feel  that  less people  could enjoy  the resources this land has to
offer . I support Alternative 4. It would add  sum. rddi  tional
acres for wlldcrness USC. but would continue to allow us the use
of  these precious resourkes.

fJ /

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George,  UT 84770

tlr. Curtis

I  do not feel  that the Resource tlanagemcnt  Plan draft for the
Arlronr  Strip C\rra establishes the need for l dcfitronrl management
restrictions. The impact of mmagemcnt restrictions o n  nultiplc
USC could bc  substantial. Little  evidence  shows that such rc-
strictions must be  imposed to prottct any resource.

Many  of  these areas  of concern are protected under federal  man-
aprmrnt  laws. Why inflict us with more rrstrictions,  and  regula-
tions? We have seen t h a t  Recreational  enjoyment  c a n  e x i s t  i n
unison with haruesting  the mineral  and timber  resources. Al trr-
native 4 is my choice to best lcrvc  these public lands as a
m u l t i p l e  use 8rCa.

Thank Y O U
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nay  10,  I9W

Dennis Curtis
Burrau  o f  Land  IlmaQencnt
6wizzona  Strip District
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
St. Gcor9r. UT 84770

Dear  Hr.  Curtis:

The people  i n  the  wea c o u l d  be 9matlr  affected  br my
changes  that could occur  due  to YOUI-  study of the  Arizona Strip.
Because  of this, I  obtained 4 copy  of  the  Rcwurce Hrnr9encnt
Plan draft. After  l xamininp it, I realircd  that there were
serious  reasons to be ccmcrrnrd. Our c-ni tr depends  hew i 11
on the Strip’s ~esmwces. The cconanic  affects  could be  very
ser i ous.

The additional rcpulatla proposed in the RMP  will l dverselv
aftcct  local c-ni ties. Existina  fedora1  restrictions imposed
throughout thm  repion &nd  the relaiiuely l i m i t e d  private  land
l vailabi. to “s leaves u‘ l rtrm.ly rcnsitium  to uw further
federal restrictions.

Our  livelihood could be seriously affected by these  chanws.
Alternative  4  o f  the  W u- like  the  lo~icrl  .nonr.  i&  need
to H. to it that these  r.sw8rc.s  remain  wallable  to u...  The
lose of timber, ninin9,  & 9Puin9  rights  could nqt k replaced.

Mar  1 1 ,  199D

M r . Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Manrgcment
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
st. 6mm-Qe,  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis

In  YWP Resource Mmaglnnnt  Plan draft for  the Mizona Strip
YOU stated  that the ‘preferred.  a1  ternat  lvc was  W2.  T h i s  causes
me  to WO~PY,  because thr loss of the rcswrc~s in this rcpion
could have a serious affect  on my future.

our CaNWnitY  i8 relatively far fran rc~ional  cconanic hubs.
ns a conscqucncc, we  must larpcly drpcnd  on I ocal industry and on
the continuation of multiple use  of  BLi4 achtinistered  public land
to sustain our economic base. In the last scwral years,  ha*r
*“.I-, many  local  industries such as mining and rmchinp have bcrn
operating  o n  the margin.

Increased  BLti  regulation that further restricts the opportu-
nlties  for  c-rcial  activities  should occur only whw-c  specific
circuntstancos  clearly daund  such ragulrtion. I do not se* 8
need t o  nrkR ww imaJor  changes a t  t h i s  tim. Thus, I support
Altrrnrtiw 4 as the best choice to rake. BY so doing,  these
public lands would still  k able  provide this important economic
base that we  need so badly in this area  at this time..
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April 2, 1990

Mr. Dennis  Curtis
Rureauof  I.andYm;ragemant
Arizona Stri

1
District

390 North 30 0 East
St. George, Utah 84770

M a y  11, 1 9 9 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I au writing to comment on the draft Resource Management Plan
for the Arizona Strip District. The draft RM.P  doea not
adequately emphaeizc the critical role that multiple use  of

El
bl..;Fwplsya inthelocrlecanolniea  5.n  NorthemArizonaand

The commercial utivities
w* that- occur on public land  in
beneficial  impact for all  residents of the region. Becawe there
le 80 little private lrpd in the area we need to ace  that no
yzeeq  restrictions are  plued on the development of nuch

Federal law requires BLM  to coneider present md
pota& wee of the public landa In ite  land  uee plma. The
draft  W'e proposed land u8e reatrictione will 8lgnificmtly
reduce the  potentirl of the Arizoaa Strip District ts~ suekin a
caplete  range of cmrclsl  land was.

We have recently eeen the creation of dozens of wildernoes
ueu and wilderneus ueae and the

=Guideline WI 8" aud the adoption of alternsti~e Jl or 41.

Where reetrictiona on comerciil dove1
encour

Y
.,outJJ  affirutivol~  state  t&at

to prec ude multiple u8er  particularly  properly rwlati mIneral
development. There ghould be no question that BLU's Intentiona

not ta crertd,
%darnera  ueu.

in  the name of  mremvtenessm.  de facto

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land tianrgcmcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E a s t
S t .  G~oPQ~,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

M r . Curt is :

I un greatly concerned met-~  YOW desire t o  remwe much of thr
land  fran  the Arizona Str ip and place it  into wilderness. This
region needs to provide for thr needs  of many. To sacrif ice these
valuable resources  in the name  of ‘ remoteness recreation’  is VWY
short sighted.

The  Resource Management Plan cvcrcmphrsitrs  the  need  for ‘remote-
ness’ which i t  definer  as ‘recreation l xpcricncc opportunities in
brckcountrr. natural-appearing retting8’. BLII feels  apparently,
that i t must impose further restr ict ions on mul t ip le U8C  to
prcr*ru* the remote character  o f  t h e  S t r i p . I t  p r o p o s e s  t o
create  r~urrrl  new  s p e c i a l  manrgemrnt  areas  t o  d o  SO. LOokinQ  at
the  St r ip  in  a region&l  context,  hcucucr,  addit ional  restr ict ions
are  unnec.ssarY  and inappropriate.

We c a n n o t continue in this fashion and  contiunc t o  give in to
thrr.  ‘rich= l nuironmntal ists. You need  to 1 istcn  to the needs
o f  the  m&Jai  tr. I feel  that adopting altwnrtiue  4 is  Our  only
choice.

Thank YOU,
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M8y 9. 1990

Dennim cllrtia surwu  of Luid M8wgeMnt
Arizona Strip District
390 Worth 3050 Ewt
St. George, UT S4770

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Burcru  of Land ManaQcmcnt

Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George,  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I faol that it could be  dPtrim*ntrl  to us in this area i f
PI1  tcrnrtivos  2 or 3 are adopted from the RMP draft  of  the  Arizona
Strip. T h u s ,  I fwl that adopting Altrrnatiur  4 is the only
a”swPr.

I n  our II-C).  th,rc II-C  mob•  o f  our l a n d s  arned and  operated
by the federal  gauwv,m,nt  than in many places. A 1 l rgc port ion
of thr  Strip such as the  265,000 ICPC~  of wi ldncss, is alreadY

of f I imi ts t o  multiplr us*. We need to incrcrrc  rather than
dccrea%c opportunities for economic  deuelopwnt  in th i I region.

It is inconri*t*nt w i t h  OUP needs to have mot-c  of these
I l nds taken away  from us. This rcgi on needs t o  continue  as a
m u l t i p l r  use  area. We  don’t  need to tie it up into more  wi Idcr-
nerr. Thorc arc already  mot’@  placer  a”. .ilablc f o r  t h i s  type o f
people thrn they cm possibly enjoy. You need to take into
considwation the  needs o f  us,  the  pcoplcin this w-.a. The  l o s s
of  thrsc PC~OUPCCO  would be irrcplrc*ablc .

Sinc*rtly,
-

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I8anitlng to c~enton  thedr8ftResource  ManageDent.Plrn
fox the  Arirow  strip.

Am aneqloyee  of a contracting companywhich  18 involved in
uruxiumminingoptheArizonaStrip, I de
8nd their rewuce8  for my livelihood. r

nd on our public lands
88 very concerned th8t

the  land be managed for multiple we and not further restricted
for the  uke of vrluem mcb 88 l rmteneemm wbicb.  in
are  notin jeoardy.
ferroad8. ‘ML

The very n&ure of the  Arir-
mount of w8t.a

protect the remote cbarrcter of
future without 8dditional regulatory rsetriction8.

In fact. the  only thing in jeopudyont&eArizonaStrip  im
the ability of w local reside&m to find and keep secure,  decent
paying  joba  i n  t&e fue of
regu1rta-y controls.

ever-increwing  gave-tal
With  the huge amount of federal lands in

the region (much  of rhich im rlredy rithdr~ from cararci81
ectivitiee).  w have been forced to rely on lower pqing, often

rwent  ortauiat-rel8tad8ector8
88 well u 8a e=mntial 8ourEe
communltiw  .

of tax revenwm for our

As much u I &d prefer no additional restrictiame  on the
land8 of tie  Arizona Strip, I realize t&at
dictate tbat~omelandmaaagement revimione c

litical realities
mde. with that

inmind.  rccomend that the BLU mpport Nternstive4witb
modification8  that will anmare inteaeive multiple u8e of *
remourcem .

Ih8nk you for the opportunity to express my view.

Siyaqely.
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HSY  8. 1990

Dennis Curtlr
Surcao of Land tianagcrcnt
Arizona  Strip District
390 North 3050  East
St.  George, UT 84770

n r .  curtis

I do not feel  that the  Resource flanagcncnt  Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip Area establisher the  need  for additional mma~ormnt
rrrtrictionc. The  impact  o f  ranagcnmt  restrictions on multiply
use  could be substantial. Llttle evidence shors that  s u c h  I-*-
strictions must bc imposed to protect any r4sourcw.

Hany of these .r,.s of CO”C.P” l r. protected under federal  mm-
agmcn t 1 bus. Why lnfl  ict us with WIOP~  restrictions, and  regula-
tions?  b&  have  srcn that Recreational l n.joyment can exist in
unison with harvesting the mineral  and timber resources. Alter-
native  4 is my choice to best lcrue  these pub1 ic I mds  48  a
multipI* US. are*.

mhc  Y O U

Dennis Curtis
Surcau  of Land klanrgcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear  t4r  Curtis:

I hauc examined  the  Rcswrcc tlanaQ4cmnt  Plan draft. The
paoplc in this wea nerd to stand  up and be counted. I f  w don’t
take  a stand “CM, it could bc to late.

Iiininp  h a s bwn 4blc to provide many needed  Jobs in our
ares. Where would our camunl ties be today if these resources
had not bea explored and cultivated? This region provides much
nctdrd  grazlnp  for  the  ranchers of this area. The timber could
be harvested in thr future when d-and  is shown. There  i s  prcrt
beauty to be seen  and  l iorsd by all, and I don’t feel that the
USC of these resources  has threatened that.

What  good would tieinp  up more  land into wlldwness  do? I
feeI that less people could w~jor the  resources this  land has  to
offer . I  support Al ternrtiuo  4. It would add SQI. additional
acres f o r  uil*rn*sr  use, but would continue  to l ll- us the use
o f  these pr~ciour  rwources.

Sinccrrlr,
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nay  10. 1990

Drnnis  Curt is
Bureau  of Land rlanapcnunt
Arizona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 N 3050 E
St. George,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr.  C u r t i s :

The people  In the .r..  could be Qr*atlY  affected  by any
changes  that could occur due to your  study of the  Arizona  Str ip .

T
Because of this, I  obtained  a copr  of the Resource nWlaQ.“Wnt
Plan  d r a f t . After  l xmlninp it, I rolited  that there  were
serious reasons  to be cmcwned. Our  c-nitr  depends  heavily
o n  the  S t r i p ’ s  resources. The rconcmic  affects could be wry
swiws.

The additional regulation proposed  In the RtlP  will l dwrsely
affect  local  camlunItl*s. Exist ing federal  restr ict ions imposed
throuahart  the  r-ala,  and the  re lat ive ly  l imited priurtr  land
wailble  t o  us I&es  us extremely  sensltiuc  to &Y  f u r t h e r
federal rrstrictlons.

Our  Iiurlfhood  could  k urlously  a f f e c t e d  b y  these  changes.
* A l  ternrtiu.  4  o f  the  &lP  urn  1  i&e  thm  logical  .nswor.  W.  need

t o  see  t o  I t  t h a t  these  resources  cwln  avallablc  t o  use.  The
lose of t imber,  mining,  I gruinp  rights could nqt  be replaced.

Slnccr*ly.

0 5 2 2 7

WY  8, I990

tir.  Dennis Curt is
Burcru  of Land tlanagcmnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St. Geor9e,  Utah 84770

Development  on  the Str ip  is  l imited by  uarious  natural
characterist ics of  the area. Th.  runged  terrain.  deep  canyons,
a n d  lack  o f  watar  have  made  i t  inpossiblc  t o  develop  certain
W-C.,. There  is no basis to suggest  that the basic rcmotcncss  of
the area  is  prwenl~  threatened in any  respect.

It is not n*c*srrry  to s*t  aside  more  of our l cononicallr
producing public lands  in order  to  assure  that  sane  of our  Imd
w i l l  remain  remote. Thi8  area  ha8  not been  OWP  dweloped  nor
OY.~  used  during the  past . Areas  for  renot*n*ss  act iv i t ies  wi l l
continue to be available  to us.

In reading the  Resource tlamawnt  Plan  draft  that  YOU  are
stuWin9  for this  area.  I  found that Y O U  apparently feeI YI  need
*IQ.  ui  IdwvwS%. I would S.Y that  452.800 .ct.s  I8  .n outrawws
r*qu*st. 1 support AlternatIve  4 in tiich  17,000  addition  acres
be designated as rilMrness{  hawuer,  UI  shouId  be certain  that
w  will  have  access  to the important natural  resources.
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flay 10, 1990

PT. Dennis Curt18
BurSau  of Land H~~~Qw,wA
&iZOlm  strip Olrtrlct
390 North 3050 East
St. SeWQW,  Utah  84770

Drar Hr.  CurtiS:

After  l xullning the  Resource tiana~mnt  Plan  draft for thr
nrizonr  strip, I have  concluded that rltcrnatlw 4 would ba the
molt logical l ltornatlw to be put into action.

The Arizona Strip District Is, and will rmaln, r*motC.
SWWSI factors deta-mlne whether an .r..vllI  bc dowloo~d  or
r*main rwtot*. The terrain, its locution,  rurllabilitY  oi uatw,
Its accessability, and  &ether  it i‘  Inhab4t.d  u-e Just . fau of
these factors. WC don’t ne*d  to intw-fer  in this proc....

SY deSiQnatinQ 8uch  a huge  Bunt of Screapc  Into wll&rntss
the  land kco#s  ulrtwllr inrcc~rsible  to all. Ther.  I.  already
wwugh  cwmte.  uninhibited places far  brclcpackers. Let%  tam*
into account the  other 99X do hwc to tie l 1  iving  in .this

Sincwoly,

nr. Dennis Curtis
Sureau of Land t’lanagcment
Arizona Strip District
390 N 330  E
St. George,  UT 84770

Dear  nr. curtis:

I hwr recently  reuicwcd the  R~scwrcr Managcncnt  P l a n  d r a f t
for  the Arizona  Strip. Of the al twnatiws  I i8ted, a4 ccems  to
be the most reasonable  solution.

Ww are fortunate to have  unique breccia  pip*  mineral deposits
within the Strip which, during the past decade, have  yielded  a
major portion of the  nation’s uranium  production. It has born
prouen that the Strip’s uranium reseru~s  can be  developed  without
harming other important resources.

The  mining  of this ninw-al  has caused a great growth in our
area. If access wet-w  to k taken away from this resource, there
UOuld not be mplornent  opportuniter  far  thaw  new P-PI* and
they would have to relocate. Not only  would this be a hardship,
but it would be nwt to impossible  to sell their has in such an
economical IY depressed U-C..

The BUl should pronote  the dwolopwnt  of  illportant  natural
C.*O”l-C.s on public  lands. The multiple use  of this pub1  ic
Iand has brcn a good thing. Why change  that? Tbis area  has been
enloved  by waany, and that isn’t going to change  unless  we  maICe  it
lnaecesible  to the people by locking  lt up into wildornrss area.

Sincerely,
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Dennis  Curt is
Bureau of Land Hmrgcmrnt
Arizona Strio District
390 North 3050  East. -
S t .  G e o r g e ,  UT 84770

Dear tlr. Curtis:

I hrw read through thr Resource Management Plan draft f o r
the Arizona Strip. I am  disturbed by the fact that Y O U  shaw  a
desire  to IocK  up an additional 452,800 acres. fhesr  lands  t h a t
are being  examined  are  ~conanicrllr  producing for the needs  o f
many  in our area.

L*sr than three percent  of  the Arizona Strip’s s,371,000
acres  is in private  hands  and contributing to the  local tax base.
Becausr o f  the limited  private  l a n d s ,
on mining, ranching,

t h i s  region  depends  hervilv

contribute
and other  multiple uses of pub1  ic lands to

As the
wrnmcnt

to the cconaic  well being of our area. QO-continues  to tic up mope  and morr of our land and place
them Into wildcrnrss, i t  i s  bccaninp  more  a n d  more  d i f f i c u l t  t o
find a means  to provide for our funilirs.

As I
that

studied thr 6lternatiucs list in this draft, I felt
rl ternat  lur 4 would best  mrct the  needs of  the prop1  c in

thi8  area. We  need to take  into account the  needs of our
PI*. We live here,

p.o-

few  w h o
and  we have  to prouide  for ourselves. The

enjoy  the  use  o f  t h i s  uilderncss wea  aren’t
help us out in my  WIY.

QOi”Q t0

ThrnK you,

Dennis Curtis
Burrw of Land flanagement
Ariron8  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. G,OPQC, UT 84770

tlr . Curt is

I do not feel  that the Resource HanaQemcnt  Plan draft for the
Clrirona  Strip Area  establishes the nerd for additional mmr~mnt
restrictions. The impact of manaQemrnt  restrictions on multiple
“8.  could bc  substantial. Li-ttle wideno shars  that such r4-
strictions must be  imposed to protect any resource.

Iianv  of  thrsr areas  of  concern  are protected under federal  man-
l Qrm*nt laws. Why Inflict us with more  restrictions, and rwula-
tlons? WC hwr  seen that Recreational  l n.iornent cm l %ist in
unison with harue8tinQ  thr mineral  and timber rCsourCC8. Al tw-
natiw  4 is my choice  to best lcwc these public lands  as a
multiple u s *  arma.

Thank YOU
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Mr. Dennis Curtis
BU,-~U,  O f  ,And  ~N?rQWWn  t
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  hOrQc,  tTT 6 4 7 7 0

Dear  lir. Dennis:

As a user of  thr Arizona  District, 1 feel  it  important to
uoice my  concw-ns about possible changes  that could occur in this
region.

Our  main mphrsis during this decision making time should bc
t o let thi8  land remain available for multiple us as much as
possible. The Arizona Strip Is a source of  recreation  for  saw,
and the source of their  livelihood to others. These I-.SO”PC.S
shou  1 d n o t  k cwrriooked  i n  order  t o  glvc o t h e r s  more  r.cr..-
tional “S*8v o f  the  area. There is already  wi Idcrners 8P..
rvri iable on the strip, and  we  d o n ’ t  need  t o  add  t o  i t  just t o
keep  the  natural irts happy.

After reviewing  the  d r a f t  f o r  the  Raa~rcc  Management  Plan.
I hawe decided  that ritwnrtiuc  4 would be most .bwwficiai to al 1
concerned. We  need  t o  keep  t h i s  land available  f o r  a11 t o  use.

Thank YOU,

Dcnn  i s Curt i s
Bureau of Land tlmrgcment
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050  E
S t .  G~oI-Q*. IJT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear Plr C u r t i s :

I have examined the Resource flanagwnent Plan draft. The
people  in this area  need to stand up and be  counted. I f  WC  don’t
take a stand now, it could be to late.

Mining has been  able  t o  p r o v i d e  mmy  needed j o b s in OUP
.I-,.. whcrc would our conwnunitics  bc today if these PCSOUt-C.S
had not been  explored  and cui tivated? Thi8  region provides much
needed grating for  the ranchers of this area. The timber could
bc harvested  in the future when  demand  i8 shown. There i s  gra8t
be8uty  to k seen and enjoyed  by all, and I don’t  feeI  that the
use o f  these PCIOUPCC~  h a s  threatened  t h a t .

What good would tieing  up more  land into wildernosr  do? I
feel  that less people could onJoy the resource8 this land  has to
offer . I  support Altornrtiue  4. It would add sane additIona
acres  for wilderness use, but would continue to allow  UI the use
of  there  crcciou8  resources.

Sincwelr,



0 5 2 3 4

nay  8, 1990

05-235

nay 12, 1990

Hr.  Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land Hanapmen  t
CTizona Strip District
390 North 3050  East
St. -or*, Utah  84770

Dew Hr. Dennis:

Development on the Strip is I iai ted by various natural
chrracterlstics o f  the  area. The rugged terrain, deep  cw’brons,
and lack of water have  made it inposrlble  to develop certain
areas. There is no basis  to suggest that the basic remoteness of
the area is presrnlr threatened in any respect.

It is not necessary to 8et asid+ MC.  of our l conanicsIl~
producing public lands in order  to assure that sun. of our land
will remain remote. This ar.a  has  not bren w.r developed “or
over used during the  pa8t. CT*rs f o r  rwnotene88  activities will
continue to be mailable  to us.

In readlnp  the  Resource IlanaQwwnt Plan draft that YOU are
studyin  for this area, I found that you apparently feel  we need
mow WI  I dm-ness. t would say that 452.600 acres i8 an outrageous
cequest . I support  Altqrnative  4 in which 77,000 addition  acre8
be designated aswildern~s8(  howuer,  we  shwld be certain  that
we ui II  have  access to the  important natural resource8.

fir. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George,  Utah 84770

Dear Hr.’ Curtis:

After cxamininp  the Resource flanagement Plan draft for the
firizona  S t r i p , I have concluded that al ternrtiue  4 would be the
mo8t  lopicrl  l Iternative.to bc  put into action.

The Arizona Strip District is, a n d  w i l l renrin. remote.
Seueral factor8 determine whether  tin  area  will br developed OF
remain remote. The terrain, its location, ruallability  of water,
its l cces8abi 1 i ty, and whether I t i 8 i nhabi  ted are just a few  of
these factors. Ue don’t need to interfer  in this process.

BY designating 8ueh a hUQe amount of acreage into wilderness
the land becomes virtqally inaccessible to all. There is already
enough ramte, unlnhibl ted places for bacKpacKers. Lets taKe
into account the other 99% who have to m&o a l iving in this
me*. Taking  away  the precious resources uould  only cause Great
hactiips.  to the aanx .jp, thjs ,uea  who depend  .oqfhe~~fw>hei*
income’.” ISI ternatlve-4  woild continu

t
to provide  those P#portunl--

ties while prowldIng  the remote area for  thorr who desire to use
the land in thir way. Q.O.%XC
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April 2. 1990

Hr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of L.and  Yanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Doff  Mr. Curtis:

Irrnitingtoccmman ton the  d.r8ftRosource  YanagementPlan
for tbs  Arizona Strip District. The drdt  RMl'  does not
adequately emphasize the  critical role that multiple use of

public lands  play&: y local 4con+e?  in Nort+ern Arizona and
Southern Utah.. omercial  actxvxtles,  partrcularly uranium

that OCCUT 0~) public land in th4,  District have a
G&al impact for all residents of the region. Bscawe  there
18 80 little private land in the  area we need to *44 that no
urinecow
lands. 7

restriction4 are placed on the development of such
ederal law requires BLM  to consider present.  and

potintial uses of tbs  public lands in itslandusoplans.  The
draft RMP's  proposed land use restrictions till significantly
reduce the potential of the Arizona Strip District to sustain  a
capplot  rango of comrcial  lsnd uses.

Ve have recently se4m the crc8tion of dozens of wilderness
ueas and rilderness uoam rad

theincreasingly re8trictire
mtudy

t of the natl
nation81 rocre*tlon 8ream. made manage-t  for multiple
we oi ruining  public lmds essential. The Arizona Wilderness
Act returned t.0 multiple we th4 majorit

f
o f  the rreu the RW

now proposes for restrictive vent.
additioud  restrlctimm  on such use.

8x84 you not to place
I favor tha elimination of

%uidelino  srea 8' rod the  adoptim  of alternatlv4 Jl or 41.

Vhore reatrictlow  on commuclal  derelo
encourage yvu to afflnaatirely stata that Br.iEEnz~~L:
to preclude multiple use. partlcularl~ properly regulatnd miners1
developwnt. lbera should be no question ehrt RLM’E intentions
are n o t  t o  create. in the nemo  of l remoteness*. do facta
wlldorness areas.

Sincprely,

nay  11,  1 9 9 0

n r . Dennis Curt is
sur*ru  of  Land  rlanrQcmcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  Gtorgc,  Utah 84770

In row  Rcrourcc  Hrnapwncnt  Plan draft  for  the Arizona  S t r i p
you  stated that the ‘preferreda  alternative was  #2. This  causes
mc  t o  WOPPY, because  the  loss  o f  the  resowces  i n  t h i s  rtgion
could have  l serious  affect  on my  future.

Our  camnunitr  is  re lat ively  far  f rom regional rconaic  hubs.
As  l consequence, we  must la-p~l~  depend  on local industry  and on
thr continuation of  mult iple use  of BLM  l dninistcrcd public land
to sustain our economic  base. I n  the last  sweral  YEWS,  h o w -
.“,I-, many  local industries such as nininp  and ranchinp  have  been
oprratinQ  o n  the  marpin.

Increased BLM  reQulation  that  further  restr icts  the  oppatu-
nlties  for  ccmnrrcial  activit ies should occur  only  Irrherc  specif ic
circunstancrs  clcarlr  demand  s u c h  rrpulation. I do not so.  .
need  to nakc  anr  major  chat%-s  at  th is  time. Thus, I  support
Altcrnrtlw  4 as the  best  choice to maICe. By so  d o i n g ,  there
bublic  lands  w o u l d  s t i l l  be able  DFOVIM  t h i s  lloortwt  economic
base  that  we  nerd  so badly in thi,  wea  at  this  i.ime.

Sincerclv,
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Dennis  C u r t i s
Bureau  o f  L a n d  tlrnapcmcni
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E a s t
S t .  Gcorgc,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

M r . Curt is :

I am gr*atly  conccrncd  ov*ry  your d*sir*  to rcmou*  much of the
l a n d  f r a  t h e  A r i z o n a  S t r i p  and  place  It  i n t o wi 1 dcrncss. This
region  n**ds  t o  provid*  f o r  th*  needs  o f  many. T o  racrifio  th*s*
v a l u a b l e  r*sourc*s  i n  th*  nam*  o f ‘rcmotcncss  r e c r e a t i o n ’  i s  vary
s h o r t  sipht*d.

The  R*sourc*  Management Plan cu*r*mphasit*s  the  need  for  ‘rcnotc-
ncss’ w h i c h  i t  dcfincs  as ‘rrcrcation  l xprri*ncc opportunities  in
backcountry, natural-rpp*aring  s*ttings’. BLM  feels  apparently,
that i t must impos*  furth*r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  o n mul t ip le “CC  t o
prcscru. th* remote character of the  Str ip . It  prop0r.s  t o
Croat*  scucrrl  n*u  sp*cial  managcmrnt  l r*a* to do so. LooKing  at
the  S t r i p  i n  a r*gional  context,  hcu*u*r,  a d d i t i o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s
l r* unn*c*ssary  and i nappropr  i at*.

W C cannot continu*  In thir fashion and contlunc t o  givt in to
th*s*  - r i c h ’ l nuironmcntal istr. You need to lirt*n  to th*  nocds
o f  the  mrjori  t y . I feel  that adopting aIt*rnatiu*  4 is our only
choic*.

ThsnK  YOU.

05-239

Mar 1 1 .  199a

Dcnnir  Curt is
8urcau  of Land tianagcmcnt
Arizona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 North 3050 East
St. George,  Utah 84770

D*ar  tlr  Curt is :

Aft*r  #-*viewing  the  Rcrourc*  Management  Plan draft for th*
Arizon*  Strip I am in support of alt*rnrtiu*  4. I b*li*u*  i t  i s
th*  best  method  for  managen*nt  of these  public lands.

This land  is an iqortmt  sow-c*  of cnplownent  to us in this
area. There  should  bc  sane  emphasis  plac**  o n  ‘low-t*rn’  us*rs.
Th*r*  should bc  come  thought to providing inc*ntiv**  to keep  thorn
i nvol  u*d as tools for manrgen*nt. This  is  the most r*liabl*
method  of l nsuring long t*rm  upward tr*nds  in rang* and r*sWCC*
condition. Long term,  r*sowc*  us*ag*  w i l l  continu*  to provided
th*  much n**&d  jobs.  and tax has*  f o r  our c-niti*s.

It isn ’ t  our  r*sponsibili  ty  to  cr*at*  wildrm*rr. Wi 1 drr-
ncss ar*as  naturally l xist becrus*  of conditions of nrtur*.  I
don’t  .f**I th*r*.  Is no my shortage :of -l-*lwt*n*ss~  on tll*
Arizona strip. PIraw  consider  alt*rnatiur  4 vhcn making this
important drcision.
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Mr.  Ocnnis  C u r t i s
eurrw of Land thrptmtnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 350 E
S t  _ Gcorg.,  UT 84770

Drar  Mr .  Cur t i s :

1 h&u*  rccrntlr  rcuicwcd  th.  R*sourcc  ?ianag*m*nt  P l a n  d r a f t
f o r  the  Arizon.  S t r i p . O f  the  al t*rnatiu*r  1 irtrd, *4 seeIn t o
be  the  most r**sonrble  solution.

WC  l r .  fortunst.  to have  uoiqu.  br*ccir  pip.  mineral  drposits
wi th in th.  Str ip which, during th.  past dacad., have  Yicldcd  l
major portion of the  nation’s uranium production. I t  has bcrn
pro”.”  that  th.  St r ip ’s  uranium r*s*rv*s  can be dcvclopcd  without
h a r m i n g  oth*r  imporC&nt  PPSOU~CCS.

The  m#n~ng  o f  t h i s  nin*ral  h a s  crus*d  a great  grwth  i n  o u r
IPC1. If acc*ss  W.F.  t o  br  t4k.n  awaY  f r a  t h i s  r*so~rc*,  th*r*
would not b. l mploYm*nt opportunitrs for thcs.  n.u p*op1  l l “d
they  would h*u*  to rriocat.. Not only would this  be a hardship,
but i t  would b. n*xt  to  impossibl.  to  s.11  th*ir  hanas  in such an
cconcmicallr  drprcsstd  l r*a.

Th. ELM  should pranot.  th.  d*u*lopm*nt  of important natural
P*sO”Pc.* on public lands. Th.  multipl.  us.  o f  t h i s pub1 i c
land  has b**n  l good thing. Why  chrng.  t h a t ? This  arca  has been
l n.iovod bY manr, and that isn’t  going to chug.  unless  W C  mak.  i t
inacccsiblc  to th.  p*opl*  by locking It up into uild*rn*ss  ar...

Sincwclr,

Dennis  Curt is
Burrao  o f  Land  Manag.m*nt
Arizona Str ip District
390 N 3050 E
st. Q*orQ.,  UT 84770

Drar Mr. Curtis:

Th.  p*opl*  in th.  ar*a  could b.  grcatlr  rffcctrd  br  l ny
cha”g.8  that could occur du.  to Your study of th.  Arizona  Str ip .
B*C*UH  o f  t h i s , I  ol5trln.d  * c o p y  o f  th.  Rcsour~e  flanag.cmnt
Pl  a” dr*f  t. Aftrr  l xamining it, I rca1ir.d  that  th*r*  w*r*
s*rious  r*asons  to be conc*rn*d. Our community d*p*nds  howilY
o n  th.  S t r i p ’ s  r*sourc*s. Th.  l conanic l ff*cts could k wry
s*t  i 0”s.

Th.  a d d i t i o n a l  r*gufation  propo8.d  I n  the  RtlP  w i l l  adw*rWlY
l ff*ct local c-niti.8. Existing  f.d.r.1  restrictions  inpoud
throughout th.  r*gion  and  th.  r*lrtlu*ly  Iimitcd  privet.  land
wallabl.  to us  1.au.s  us  l ⌧trrmIy scnsitiue  to MY  furth*r
f*d.ral  r*strictlons.

Our  liu*lIhood  c o u l d  k seriously  rffrctcd  br th.8. chmgrs.
Alt*rnrtlu.  4 of th. W se.ms lik. th.  logical l nwor. U* n**d
to U. to it that Eh*u  r*sourc*s  rmaln  l uailrbl. to US.. Th.
low of  timb.r,  mining, &  watinp rights could nqt br rcp1ac.d.



Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Lad  Management
Arizona Stri District
390 North 30 0 Ewt%
St. George, Utah  84770,
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April 2. 1990

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

I uvrieing  to commantonthe  draftRaaource  Management  Plan
T h e  d r a f t  RNP doca  n o t

mlltl  1s Urn. of
K izona  81~3

. The comercial  activities. puticululy m&n
that  occur on public land in the District have a

z%al tatput  for all  reaidentm  of tie region. Bec8u~s  tberr
18 so little prlvah  land in the area we need to see that no
unnacws

We hrve  recently 8een the creation  of dozens of vildernees
8r.U uad  rildenlem mtaar uew rad
iacrawlngly  restrIcti** unto  of the  wti
national recreation  areas. hw wde
wa of reuhlag  public laadm  essential. Tha  h.r1toa8 Wilderne*r
Act returned to multiple use  the ujorit

3;
of the  uau the  Rw

now propo~om  for re*trictivo  maagement.
8dditiom.l  reatrictiom  om mch uaa.

urge  ~nottoplue
I favor t&o  l limi.natioP of

gGuidelino  areaB'and tha  adoptionof  alternative 11 or q.

Wham remtrictiwu  on comercial  develo  eat  are prqmmed.  I
e n -

'p
l ynl to affirnatiTa1~  &ate t&d  BE, intention IS not

to proc  ud*
development.

multiple use. particularly  properly ra
Be

rted miwrd
There &mild be no question  that '8 lnteatiow

ue wt to awte, in tba  - o f  %motenw~~, defacto
rildeznasn  uaw.

Iby 10, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. &Ot-Qr,  UT 84770

Dear tir. Dennis:

A S a user of the  Arizona District, I  feel  it  important to
uoi ce my concerns about possible Changes  that could occur in this
rcpion.

Our main rmphasis  during  this decision maKinp  time should be
to let t h i s  land remain auailable f o r  m u l t i p l e  u s  a s  m u c h  as
possible. The  Ariron8  Strip is a sourc+ of recreation for %a*,
and the source of their lluclihood  to others. Thcsr resources
should not be ouerlooked  i n  order  t o  give  others  more recr*8-
tional UW8Qc of the area. There is already wilderness arCa
available an the strip, and WC  don’t  need to add to it just to
keep  the naturalists happy.

After reulewing  the draft  for  the Resource HmaQcrrnt  Clan,
I hruc  decided that l lternatiue 4 would be most beneficial  to all
concerned. We need to ICcep  this land  l uailable for all to UW.

Thank Y O U ,
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Dennis Curt is
Gurcau  of Land H~nrgcmcnt
Arizona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 North  30’50  East
S t .  Gcorg.,  Utah 84770

Dear  t l r  Cur t i s :

4f  t.r  rcvi  .wi  ng th .  R.rourc.  tianaguwnt  Plan draft for th.
Arizona Strip I  am in support of  rltcrnrtivc  4. I  bclicvc  i t  i s
th .  b.st  method  for  manag.n.nt  of th.8.  public lands.

This  land  i s  m important sou~c.  of cntploynwnt  to us in  th is
area. 1h.r.  should b..sam  .mphasis  p1ac.s  on l lonQ-t.rm’  “I.P..
Th.r.  should b. MC  thought to providing inc.ntiv.r  to k..p  thrm
i nvoi  u.d .s tools  f o r  m.nag.m.nt. This  is  th .  most r.l  iabl.
method  of ensuring  bon9  t.m  upward trends  in rang. and P.,O”l-C.
condition. Long t.m, r.sow-c.  us.rg.  witI  continu.  t o  provided
th. much n..d.d  jobs,  and  tax brs.  for our conmuniti.%.

It isn’t  our responsibility  to cr.at.  wild.rn.ss. Wi  1 dw-
n.rs at-eas  naturally exist because of condi  tians  of naturr.  1
don’t f..l thrr. 1s  n o  my  ShortaQ.  o f ‘r.mot.n.rs’  o n th.
Crixonr  s t r i p . Pl.as.  consider  l It.rnatiu. 4 uh.n  making th is
important drcision.

Sinc*r*lr,

Dcnnir  Curt is
Bureau  of Land tianagcmcnt
Clrixona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 N 3050 E
St.  G e o r g e .  Lrr  34770

Dear  t+  Curtis8

I h&v. .ramin.d  the R.sowc.  t’lanagcnnnt  Plan elf  t * Th.
p.opl.  in this arca  n..d  to stand up and b. counted. If  W.  don’t
take .  stand “au. it  could bc  to  la t . .

Mining bar b..n  able  to provid.  nrny  necdcd jobs  in our
*I-.*. Wh.P. uould  OUP  camwnitles  b.  t o d a y  i f  th.s.  r..o~rc.s
had not b..n  cxp1or.d  and cul tiuat.d? This  rcglon  prouid.8  much
n..d.d  grazing for th.  t-anchors  of  this a-... Th.  tinb.r  could
b .  haru.9t.d  in  t h .  futur.  uh.n  demand  im  sham. Th.r.  is  groat
b.auty  to b.  scrn  and .nJoy.d  by all, and  I don’t f..l  that th.
us. of th.s.  r.so”rc.s  has  thr.at0n.d  that .

What 9Oad  would tl.i,,Q  up mop.  land  Into  wild.Pn.ss  do? I
f..l  that  1.8s  p.opl.  c o u l d  enjoy  t h .  r.sourc.s  t h i s  land  ha%  t o
0ff.P.  I wppat  fi1t*mativ*  4 . It would add .am.  additional
.cr.s  for  wlld.rn.ss  us. , but would  contlnu.  to l llpr “I  th. “I.
o f  th...  pr.clws  P.SWPC.S.

Slnc.r*ly,



05-246

nor  9, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau Of Land tianagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050  East
St. 8OOrQC,  “T 8 4 7 7 0

Dcrr  Mr.  C u r t i s

I t  seems  that more and more people are trying to take lands

<
away from the majority who need them and give  them to the minori-
ty who want them.

2
I think that we need to dlstinpuish between

desires rnd needs. WC a1  I have to do that with our ow finances.
P It is time to do thir  when it caner to determining the manawment

methods of our public lands.

A large portion of the lands proposed for additional
restr icti ue manaQement  are the same 1 ands recently studied and
released from wilderness designation. Congress decided that
these lands should be returned to multiple use. Howeurr,  the
Resource Pianagment Plan’s new restrictlons  on these lands would,
for  ail practical purposes, make them wilderness areas. I Qu.ss
it shars  hw well federal and state gouernment works topether.

Alternatluer  2 I3 go overboard in setting aside excessive
ui iderness  area. i  support alternative 4. B y - a d o p t i n g  thi8 -
plan, we could still  have s-e land available for multiple use.
We need to use these resources, they are critical. to our suruiual
in this area.

Thank YOU

0 5 2 4 7

Mar  12, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land iianapemcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3OSO East
St. George, UT 84770

Mr. Curtis

I do not feel that the Resource Uanagcrcnt  Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip Area establishes the need for l dditionei management
restrictions. The impact of management restrictions on multiple
use could be substantial. Little cuidence  shows that such re-
strictions must be imposed to protect any resource.

Many of these areas of concern are protected under federal man-
l pement laws. Why inflict us with more restriction%, and requla-
tions? We haue  seen that Recreational l njoymsnt can exist in
unison with haruesting  the mineral and timber resources. Al trr-
nat iue 4 is my  choice to best leave these pub1 ic lands as a
multiple use we*.

Thank YOU
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nay  L O ,  1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlanrgcncnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. Ocorge,  Utah 84770

Dear  Hr. Curtir

In your Resource tianrgrmcnt Plan draft for the  Arizona Strip
Y O U  stated  t h a t  the  ‘prcfcrrcd’  xl tcrnativc was  12. This causes
me  to worry, becausr the loss of the resources in this region
could hrue  a serious affect  on my future.

Our c-unity is relatiucly  far from regional economic hubs.
As a consequence.  we  must largrly  depend  on local industry l d on
the  continuation of multiple use  of  BLtl  administered public land
to wstrin our economic base. In  the last swcral years, how-
ever, many local  industries such as mining and  ranching have bcrn
operating on the margin.

Incrcas+d  BLll  regulation that further restricts the opportu-
nities for comnwrci&l  activities should occur only where  specific
circumstancrs  clearly demand  such regulation. I do not 8.e a
need to mrkr any major changes at this time. Thus, I suppoet
Al tmnrtive  4 as thr best choice to make. By so doing, thrse
public lands would still be able  provide this important l cmomlc
base that  we  n o d  se b a d l y  i n  t h i s  area  a t  t h i s  t.ime.

Sincerely,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau  o f  L a n d  llanagcmcnt
Arizona  Strip District
JO0  N 3050 E
S t .  Qrorgc. U T  84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

The people in the  wea  could br  greatly  affected bY  MY
changes that could occur due  to your study of the  Arixonr  Strip.
B.cxusr o f  t h i s , I  obtained a copy of the  Resource  Hxnagenunt
Plan draft. After examining it, I  realized  that there were
serious reasons to be concerned. Our cammuni ty depends  herui 1~
on the  Strip’s resources. The rconamic  affects could W “*I-I
serious.

The additional rrgulatian  proposed in the  MP will advcrsrlr
affect  local comnuniti*s. Exlstlng  federal  restrictions imposed
throughout thr region and the  rclatluely limited private  land
l uallablr to us ler~es  us xxtrrmrly  sensitive  to any further
federal  restrictions.

Our Iluellhood  could k seriously affected by these  changes.
Alternatiuo  4 of  the  Wif’  seems  like  the logical answer. Us need
to se. to it that these  resources  remain  available  to USC. The
lore of timber, mtning,  L grazing rights could npt br replaced.

Sincerely,



05-250

nay 9 ,  1 9 9 0

D e n n i s  C u r t i s
B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  Management
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George,  UT 84770

Dear Hr. Curtis:

We  i n  t h i s  r e g i o n  hour  felt  the pr~ssurcs  o f  continuely
lossing USC to our public lands to one  thing or another. I do
admit the suw of the reasons  are urlid, but WC  cm only handle
so much. WC are affected by wilderness, wilderness study areas,
National parks, reset-vat  i ons, a n d  the newer threat  o f  c l o s i n g
down our timber resources do to the endangered Spotted -1.

The  Rcsourcc Management Plan draft f o r  the  Arizona Strip
focuses narrow1 y on the on1  y pub1  ic I and8 in this area that arc
stil l  open to multiple USC and ignores the broader picture of a
region which is largely already  withdrawn fran multiple use.
There is no ShOrtAge of land to rxplore a n d  enjoy  when looKing
for  a wilderness experience.

I support fil ternrtiue  4. It .euns  to bc  best l bl‘c to meet
the demands  of  the many  who use thl s area.

ThanK  Y O U ,

05-251

Mar 8, 1990

nr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau  Of Land  rlanagemnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Ccorgr, Utah 84770

Dear HI-.  Dennis:

Deuciopment  on the Strip is limited  by variwr natural
charact+rlstiCs  o f  th* a-... The rugged  terrain, deep canrcmr,
and lack of water  haue ma&  it im9oss5ble  to develop  certain
.I-.*,  , There  is no basis to suggest  that the basic remoteness  of
the area  is prrsenly threatened  in l nr respect.

It is not n*c*s*ar~  to set aside mm*  of our  xonamically
producing  public lands In order  to .ss”r. that  same  of our land
will  remain  r*motc. This .r..  has not been OV.P drucloped  nor
over  used  during the part. Ar*as  for rematcn*ss  activities will
continue  to be  l u~ilable  to US.
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April 2. 1990

Kr.  Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Yanagemant
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah 84770

nay  11, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land bkMQ*“Wnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. Utah 84770

Dear  tir  Curtist

After  rcviwinp  the  Resource Manapcmnt  Plan draft for tlh*
Arizona  Strip I am  in support of alternative 4. I bellcue  It is
the  best method for n\anageIMnt  of these public lands.

This land Is an important source of wnplonnent to us in this
arCa. There should be .some emphasis places on ‘lonp-term’  users.
There should be scene  thought to providinp  inc*ntiu& to Yccp  them
i nuol  uod as tools for management. This is the  most rel Iable
method of l nsurinp long term  upvrrd  trends  in ranpe and rewwce
condition. icap  tom, resow-w  usmrpe  will continue to provldcd
the  much needed Jobs, and  tax base  for our conmunitics.

It isn’t our rcspanslbl  I i ty to create  wi lderncss. Wi 1 der-
ner. areas  natural 1 y l xlrt becruse of condi  t ions of n a t u r e .  1
don’t  feel there is no my shorta-  of ‘runotenrrs’ o n the
Arlrona  S t r i p . Please conslbr  al ternat  luc 4 when malt  I ng this
important decision.

Slncrrcl  y,



05-254 05-255

nw  10, 1990

nr . Dennis  Curt is
Burc~u  of Land Ilmaqemtnt
Arizona  Str ip  D ist r ict
390 North  3050  East
St.  SwrQe.  Lw 8 4 7 7 0

May  9. 1990

Dennis  Curtis Buraru  of Land  yylogement
krizcnm  Stri District
39oNorth30  EutEo
St. George. UT 84770

Dear  Hr. Curtis:

Iunithgtoc-
for the hri- strip.

tonthe  dr8ftlbwmc.Yumg-tPlma

BLfut. the omly  thing  in jeeprdy  on tho Arirmm  strip  i8
the ability of um lg? r;.ea~wt.m to flml  sad kosp  ,ocurm, docent
P=zr w- hh of over-imcrewiag govornwatal
regulatory  controls. With  the hug. -t of federd  hada  in
the region  huh of which  Is d.rwdy  oithdrnn  from collrerclrl
utivitied,  wo hrvo  been  forced to rely  0 lowar  pqiag, often

Ja rell 88 w .s.eutial .OlUX* of tax re*.ml.e  for our
CoarmitAO8.

A# much u I wuld prefer no dditional restxfctlcnu  cm t.Jm
lwdm  of the Arisow  strip, I realize  that

c
1itic8l  rarlitics

dictate th8tscm1aadDaqpent  reri8loas made. with  that
in mind, I reed that th SlU support Alternative  4 with
udiricrtiamm that will ammlro  iatxn8ite  multiple  no0  of &
resources.

lhwk ycu  for tho opportudt~  to exprcslr  my view.



05-256

Hay 18, 1990

G. William Lmb
Arizona Strip District Manager
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strl

fro
District Office

390 North 30 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Re: Comment.8 on the Arizona Strip District Draft Raeource
paand Iwct Statement

Deu Kr. Lamb:

Inc.
This letter provides the comments of Energy Fuels  Nuclear,
<*EFN">  on the Draft Resource Yanagement  Plan and Environ-

mental Impact Statement fgRYP(EISg>  for the Arizona Strip
District. Au you know, EFN has been actively engaged in uranium
exploration and mining  aotivlties  within  the Arizona Strip for
the past 10 yeas. Becawe of our interest in the unique mineral
resources which occur in the Arizona Strip, we are  vitally inter-
ested in the decisions which are made concerning the future nan-
agement of this rtantarea.

"p"ha8  provided coat wing  input D"YhEa~10Y2Ll%F~~~m~~to the
<mBLY*)  through participation in acop-  as well aa through sub-
mittal of subswtial  data and information, including information
on the uniqus mineral potential of the uea and monitoring in-
formation on both air and water quality in the District.

The past 10 years under your leadership have demonstrated the
commitment of the BLU to good stewardship and round public land
management. The resources of the Arizona Striphave been managed
in ways that have accommodated the needs of the many and varied
users of the public, lands while at the same time insuring that
the sensitive environment of the District has not been adversely
impacted. In our view, if all of the BLY Districts approached
the public lands with the dedication and sensitivity of the
Arizona Strip District. the massive commitment of taxpayer
dollars which are being spent on RKP's would not be necessary to
insure that the public lsnds  are managed responsibly. Important-
ly. one of the reasons that the District has been so successful
in accommodating the competing intarests on the Arizona Strip is
that the local communities aud users of the Arizona Strip have
been actively involved and concerned with the public lands deci-

G. William Lamb
Arizona Strip District Manager
Arizona Strip-District Office
May 18, 1990
Page 2

sions which have been made, and the District has been responsive
to those local public concerns.

The RYP/EIS  is a well vritten and organized document which
can form the basis for a sound and meaningful final Resource
Yanagement  Plan vhlch  the BLY and the public cB~e~~;as;;u;;~

the next planning cycle.
to eva uate the public comments on the R&f+/EIS  itT

of its  mandate under Section 202(c) of the
Federal Land Policy aud Management Act (*FLPUA") to "uue and
observe principles of multiple use and sustained yield set forth
in this and other applicable law" in the development of the RYP.
To remain viable and to prosper, the local communities and busi-
nesses depend heavily on free and open access to the public
lands. Such access can only be assured by the adoption of a
final Rasource  Yauagement  Plan which emphasizes multiple use.
recognizes the need for flexibility and a ency discretzon,  and
minimizes prescriptions which  favor fsing e uses of the public
lands.

Our comments on the RUP/EIS'rill  be divided into parts --
comments of general applicability and comments on specific sec-
tions of the RRP/LIS.

COKKENTS

1. &M's Fv FOCUS On PreserviRg mRemotenessa  16

The text of the RUP/EIS and the rauge of new Alternatives
dxamatically overemphasizes management for mremotene6s,n  which it
defines as "recreation experience opportunities in backcountry,
uatural-

YM
peariug settings: <page S-19) BLU'8 view. apparently,

is that B must lmpo6e  restrictions on multiple use to preserve
the remote character of the region. Accordingly. it proposes to
treats  Areas of Critical EnvIronmental Concern <mACRCs'),  Special
Ree~a~i~~U;na  emant  Areas CgSRMAen), RasourcatC~~~er~~t~h~

I 4ff-Iiighway  Vehicle ('mlv")  pesi
like, and proposes to impose a number of slgnl icant.?a tiescrip-
tions  on multiple u6e based on the assumption that suc actions
are necessary to preserve remoteness. Vierln the District in
its regional context, however, these propose 2 actions are un-
necessary and inappropriate.

The land within the District is. and without any  action
by BLK. will remain throughout this lanning cycle, fundaentally
remote. It will remain remote due f%Yth to its location and its
relative lack of improved roads (only  140  miles of paved roads,
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all along the edge of the District), relative lack of inhabitants
and limited development infraatructurt.
District is constrained by the relatively

Development of the
limited amount of

privata  land availrbl4  <lose than 5% of the District) and,
I;~;lcularly. its proximity to other federally protected area6

Grand Canyon National Park, Grand Canyon National Game
R&&e, Lake Mead National Recreation Area, Zion National Park,
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Beaver Dam Mountains
Wilderne66.  Paiute Wlldemees, Graud Wash Cliffs Wilderness. Mt.
Trumbull Wilderness, Cottonlrood  Point Wildemees,  Paria Canyon-
Vermillion Cliffa Wilderness, Mt. Logan Wilderne66, Kanab Creek
Wilderne66, Saddls YountaiuWilderness,  Mt. Wilson Wilderness,
Ht. Tipton Wild4m466,  Mt. Nutt Wilderness, more than 600.000
acre6  of Wildameas  Study hreos.
Cedar Break National Monument)

Bryca Canyon National Yonumsnt,
and Its

(the Kaibab Paiute, Navajo, Yoa a,
roximity  to iadian land6
hiwito,

Hualapai r4servationa). Theee B g
Havarupai  and

fe era1 and indian lands are 4s-
sentiall

I
unavailable for commercial davelopm4nt. Th4 4nclosed

regiona entitl4d 'No Arizona/So
d4mon6trat&a% graphic form thb  true axt4nt of

Utah Land Yap "

land6 within the region.
prot4ct4d  6tath6

If thi6'map Illustrate6 anything. it is
that within thin r&on of the r4at.
atill  l vailabl4 for multi lo

the only land6 which  are

th4 District  and th4 Ip
us4 manag4ment  4r4 contain4d  within

albab  National Foreut. Given thiu
undeniable fact. juutifIing  limit4d  land u6e or raaagement
reutrictionu  on the baUi6  of pr464rvatioa  of remoten46m  16
unr4uonable.

Exiuting  envlronnsntal  ragulation  (0.g..  protaction  of
endangsred plant and animal 6p4ci46 l uch a6 the desert tortoise
or protaction of cultural r46OUTC46,
Cl466 I air quality.

non-degradation of adjacent
etc.)  al60 impose6 significant conutraints

on davalopaent  within the  Dlatrict. Varioa4  n a t u r a l
charscterluticu of th4 area  <rugged  terrain. d44p canyons, lack
of develouable  6round or 6urface water. etc.):  are l iunificant
limiting f4atura's. Finally, md mout ~ignifi&ntly,  there i6 a
glaring lack of develo ent proposals p4nding before th4 BLM that
would result  in uigni 4"icant change6 during thiu planni

3
cycl4.

Collectively, the66 factor6 h8vo eff4ctively  pr4vcntad evelop-
merit  of the  Diutrict  and will  en8ure  that the vaut  majority of
lands in the Diutrict  remain remote for the for46eaable  futura.
Indeed, there is no basiu to 6ugg46t  that ths basic l renotene66n
of the area is presently threatened In  any res

P
e c t . BLM does not

need to impose additional reutrictlonu on the
that is not alread

imited public land
managed au a National Park, National Recrea-

tion Area, Nation41 Monument, or Wilderness Area, to preserve the
remote character of the area.
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BLY's  narrow focus on tha only public lands in the area
that remain subject to multiple u6e results in a distorted pic-
ture of appropriate management goala. It i6 not appropriate to 1
look at the need for backcountry  recreation in the District in
i6olation. If one looka  at the l regionaln picture, it i6 clear
that within southsm  Nevada,  Eouthern Utah and Arizona Cnorth of
Grand Canyon) there are far more o portunities for the public to
experience "r8motene6Em  on public Pand6 than for all  other signi-
f  icant competing u6e6 of the public land6 combined. Natural
conditfon6. land omer6hip.  exr6ting federal regulation and the
lack of demand for any commercial development ensure that the
ba6lc  character of the entire region i6, and throughout the plan-

remain,  “remote.* Within  the Immediate region,
on6 of acre6 have already been restricted in one

ir derne661
or another (e.g., National parks and Recreation Areas.

tiea6.
country recreation.

etc.) from competing u6e6 to promote back-
There i6 no Evidence that the foreseeable

demand for backcountry recreation will ever approach the back-
country recreation capacity of previously rc6tricted  lands.
Con6equently. the additional regulation pre6eatly propEed i6 not
nece666ry  to pre6erve the opportunit

6
to experfance remoteaes6m

throughout either the region or the istrict.

ctinb? Multi&&

Ihe RRP/F.IS  doe6 not 6up rt the conclu6ion  that a COl-
la&ion of management pre6cript  on6  affecting large area6 arefr
nece66ary  to remedy any specific problem6 identified in the
RMP/Exs . The collective impact of the ropo6ed management pre-
6cription6  (e.g.,  OIiV  re6triction8, R&i ClaEaif  ications  VRY
cla66ification6,  miner& withdrawal6, NSO OtipUlatiOM,  ‘spicial
mitigatlonm  6tipulatiolu.  ACRC.  SRNA md RCA derignatione, etc.)
on multiple IWO of the  District will be 6ubEtantirl. There is
little evidence that 6uch cla66ificatioas and prelrcriptiona  IlUSt
be i&UpOEed  oa an area-wide basin  to protect any re6ource  and
could not be

P
roperly addre6sed on a more 6elective  site specific

ba6f.6 a6 deve opment proposals (whfch  presently are COnSpiCUOUEly
lacking) emerge. Yany of the value6 that BLR seek0  to protect
<other than 'remotene66')  are already directly protected by
federal wildlife, cultural re6ource6  or surface -gement lawn
and regulations. The fmpact  of additional pre6cription6  affrct-
ing  an "area- (aa opposed to the qecific  reeource  if. when and
where it occurs> may be to categoricaLly  eliminate or impede
other public ~66s without a site specific analysis of whether
6uch regulation is necessary or appropriate. That is not effi-
cient u6e of resource6 nor is it good public land management
Policy. Indeed, elimination of categories of use6 on an "area-

1. This planning effort is appropriately focused on the publiclandsadministered by
the BLM on the Arizona Strip District but in analyzing proposed programs and
decisions pertinent regional considerations were factored in, including the
abundant recreational opportunities in the surrounding area. However, the
Arizona Strip provide vehicle exploration because of .the  abundant roads and
limited restrictions on camping. Recreation is one of the many multiple uses
available on public land. Managing for protection and enhancement in harmony
with other uses meets the bureau’s multiple use mandate.
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wide' basis, without regard for the compatibility of a s ecific
proposed use and the
obligation to manage or multiple use.P

rotected resource, does not fulfil P BLY's

Where the RNP/EIS does identify specific activities and
environmental impacts that may warrant attention, it also fre-
quently demonstrates that many such impacts are temporary and
that further regulation in unnecessary. For ex le.
attributable to uranium exploration and mining=T

the impacts
P the District

have been shorn to be manageabls  and temporary when properly
regulat4dbyBLH. Yet, Alternatives 2 and 3 pro ose vithdrawals
and protective stipulations for 613,000 and 89s,000 acres,  re-
spectively, to %inimize  adverse effect0  of mineral operations."
<See pages S-9 I 10.)  Existing nwragemcnt  has bean demonstrated
to be adequate  within the  District to minimize or avoid problems
associated with the type  of exploration and mining th8t is fore-
seeable in the District. Consequently, the need for varea-widev
prescriptions on we has not been demonstrated. Prescriptions on
multiple use should only be imposed if and where the specific
need is clearly established  and then only on a case by case
basis.

3. m ET.9  Understates the Collective ImDact  of I&&@&
Prescritrtions  on v.

While each.individurl  land us4 prescription  racy  not rp-
pear  to have an adverse

i"K
act on opportunities for multipla we,

there u4 many instancae T are tfons
applied simultaneously.

saveral  such preacri
For example, P

may ba
tha  collect v4 impact of

land w4 regulation to protect "scenic vistas" CVRM  classifica-
tions) and opportunities for primitive recreation <ROS classifi-
cations) may create  si

P
ificant uncertainty  and may impoea sub-

stantial costs for pub ic land users and potential public land
users, and eliminate opportunities  to t&s muirnun  advanta 4 of
the resources of the District. Such prescriptions muet be 'fv ared

7
ether with pro osed OHV limitations, stipulations to protact

vi dlifa. cultura P rasourcas and  other values, and existing envi-
ronmental regulation. Chapter IV of the RHP/EIS examines impacts
only in th4  context of a *i&4 rasource. Thus, the collective 2

?
acts of such prescriptions 4r4 not idsntified or are dramati-

ca ly understated throughout the RKP/EIS.

The similarity of the lands proposed for restrictive
management to lands recently studied for and released from
rilderness designation is apparent. Congress determined  that
these lands should be returned to multiple use. Horevar  , the
impact of the collection of open-ended prescriptions may not, as
a practical matter. be distinguishabla  from wilderness designa-

05-256 (continued)

2. The collective impacts of each alternative are summarized in the conclusion
statement of each resource analyzed in Chapter IV. The analysis has been
strengthened to more clearly reflect the impacts of the various management
prescriptions, see changes in text.
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tion. For mineral development,
restrictions may not,

the collective impact of such

from a withdrawal.
as a practical matter, be distinguishable
While we do not believe that this is the

intention of the BLM.  we are concerned that, vithout significant
clarification in the final BMP.  -y of the prescri tions, taken
out of context, mty be pointed to a6 justification Por prevtnti
or severely restricting appropriate activities, such as ninerai
exploration and development or grazing. Congress ha6 established
proce66es for tildemess  designations and rithdrawal actions. It
chose not to designate or withdraw  these areas. Much of the
local and national support for the wilderness legislation was
premised on the release of such lands for multiple u6e. BLY
should not nor propo6e to do what Congress chose not to do.

4. -District's  -1 I Undere-.

mineral potential of the District. 5'
ads uate attention to the
Whi e noting that the hard

The EEP/EIS  fall6 to give

rock mineral potential of the Di6trlct  is high <Table III-S),
that earnings from employment in the local mining industry is
higher than any other sectors of employment <Table  111-31). and
that reclprstion  of mines in the Di6trict  ha6 been successful,
BLM fails to t6ke  steps to maximize the opportunity of the ublic
to explore for and develop the Di6trict's  significant  m neralP
re6ources.

3

The RKP/EIS correctly note6 that 'breccia  pipes" which
may contain hi
tion of the $

grade uranium depOEit6 are "unique to t&i6 por-
Co orado  Plateau.' Such depo6its are among the rich-

eat (in term6 of ore grade) In the country, and, a6 noted in the
EEP/EIS, c6z1  be fully developed &nd reclaimed in a relatively
short period of time with a~ avera e surface disturbance of only
17 acres (Saa  page 1X-8). The I&/EIS  not68  that there are only
limited short term environmental  impact6 associated with  their
developmant. These are resources of national 6ignlficance.  The
development of such mineral6 have a 6ignificPnt  beneficial impact
on the economies of local colmnunfties. It should be a priority
of BLY to 6kanage the District in a manner to as6ure  public access
to 6UCh re6ources.

The "Guideline B Area" which is to receive restrictive
management to promote recreation appears to direct1

d
conflict

with existing mines in the District and (based  upon ap6  III-46
and 47) directly conflict6 with area6 of prospective mineraliza-
tion .
out no2~%"tE3~

recreational opportunities are common through-
xatrict.  but the entire region; however. signi-

ficant deposits of mineral6 6UCh as those found in the breccia
pipes are not. At least one of the primary alternatives con- 4

I

3. One of the primary objectives of the RMP is to manage the public lands for
multiple use, mineral development is considered one of these uses. Another
objective is to encourage the orderly development of mineral resources, see
page 11-10. Statements have been added to Table IV-l and II-2 indicating the
areas open to mineral location and development.

4. BLM is directed by the FLPMA to manage public lands in a manner which
recognizes the nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber and
fiber from the public land. Furthermore, it is BLM policy to encourage and
facilitate private industry in the development of mineral resources on the public
lands in a manner which satisfies the local needs and provides for economically
and environmentally sound exploration, extraction and reclamation practices.
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sidered  in the RYIP/EIS  should have emphasized the management of
the District to promote the orderly exploration and development 4
of such resources.

5. ==a B is u.st c Ire

Throughout the RNP/EIS references are made to Area A and
Area B. with particular emphasis in
lines. for Area B, the implication Ee,

laces to .management guide-
lag that activities Within

Area B may be subject to special restrictions, special sti ula-
tions  or other limitations. However,  no shore  in the RMP/E SP is
there a clear statement of the distinction betresn Area A and 5
Area B, nor im there any description of the rewon  for the dis-
tinction between the tvo areas  from a management perspective.
Indeed. the only reference to the distinction between  the tvo
Araw  .ie found at S-2 ehere  it states that thene tuo Area8 "have
been identified to guide management initiatives: Horever  , in
the brief definitions provided for Ares  A and Area B, the RUP/EIS

in both arow.
le use sould be the central management feature

is not possible to determine
tithin  Area A or Area B Will

or sill not be subject to
if so, rhlch ones and shy.

fferent mauqement  prescriptions, and

refers to
For example, the RKP/EIS repeated1

%anagement  guidelines9  for @Area Be and yet a carefu 1
review of the text of the RMP/EIS disclosem only the briefest of
descrl  tions  of these guidelines.

K
It i8 not possible to deter-

mine s ether the guidelIne  till be unduly restrictive. nor is it 6
possible to provide meaningful comment on such @delines  until
they are identified. It a pears
Area A and Area B under eat ii

that  the dimtinction  betueen
Alternative was used by the BLY to

provide focus for the Interdisciplinary team am It analyzed the
various issues and concerns identified during the sco in pro-
team. To this end, se believe that the distinction pro%P 'Ias
helpful. Iiouever  .

ab y
once those Issues Were Identified and con-

sidered, se belleve the distinction cewes to be useful. Indeed,
in the flnal  Ryp retention of the distinction may serve to con-
fuse rat+er than enlighten. Consequently, se recommend that-the
distin;tzeetween  Area A and Area B be abandoned in the final
RUP. , should the BLH choose to retain  the distinction,
the implications to multiple use activities such as mining should
be clearly deecribed wd the public given an opportunity to com-
ment upon those Implications.

05-256 (continued)

This direction is reflected in all the alternatives presented in the draft RMP/EIS.
The alternatives presented reflect a range of alternatives which are viable,
reasonable and reflect the above requirements and bureau policy.

5. The area A and B concept was developed to guide the RMP planning process.
This concept recognizes that there are areas with special resource values or that
are fragile in nature due to their physical characteristics. The concept also
recognizes that some areas may need special management considerations and
not warrant a special designation. The resource descriptions found in chapter III
plus a topographic map could be used to identify the differences between area
A and B. How these guidelines affected the proposed RMP decisions is ex-
plained on page II-3 of this document.

6. The guidelines for area Aand B were used to focus the proposed RMP decisions
and ensure consistent management in specific geographic areas. Their influ-
ence is reflected in the various resource program decisions displayed in Table II-
1 and Table 11-2. Since areas A and B were not intended to be a special
designation, there are no restrictions tied directly to them. All the RMP decisions
are either displayed by program in Table II-1 or as a management prescription
for a special designation in Table 11-2.

Proposed management prescriptions vi11 adversely affect
important segments of the public, particularly local communities.
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h a result of existing federal restrictions imposed throughout
the region and the relatively limited private land in the region,
the communities containsd  within  or located v4ry near the Dis-
trict are extremely sensitive e0 further federal restrictions on
the  use of the limited land which is not either vithin  an indian
reservation or designated for some form of restrictive management
by 8LU.  the Forest Service or the National Park Service.

Communities in or near the District are relatively far
removed from the regional economic hubs. As a consequence, they
must largely depend on local industry for their economic sus-
tenants . However, lean  than 5% of the land in the District is
privat4 and only a portion of that land is available for or sus-
ceptible to economrc development. ml8 local communities  moat
af.$r;F$e  e.g., Fredonia, Page, Colorado City, Hildale. Kanab.

Yeequite.  Washington and Littlefield nscessarily
depend upoi the continuation of multiple use of BLH administered
public land to sustain their economic base. In the last 10
years. however, the ragion  ham experi4nced  8 dramatic
management direction of fedsral lpnd4.

change in
Substantial  area6  hro4

been designated  as wilderness and nuch more ie pr484ntly  under
study for inclusion  within  th4 National Wild4ress  Pr484rvation
Symt4m.  r4mtrictions on activitias within t&o  National Parkm h8v4
continued to increase. and a vzoning'  approach to many r4aource
values has b4come increasingly prevalent aa environmental advo-
cotsm  have succeeded in lirmting  multi le we activities on the
grounds t&t much utivities u4 inconm satant with apecirl  volu4s
such as cultural resources, r4creatlon.  scenic vistas and the
lik4. The local climate for comwrcial  activiti4s  that d4pend
upon BLK  administered lands already is increasingly harsh. Many
local industries  such as mfning and ranching appear to be operat-
ing on the margin. BLY r4 ulation  that  further r4stricts  the
opportunitias for fconmarcia l ctivitier on th4 r4maFning  public
landa  or which further increase th4 co8ts to commercial activi-
ti4e should occur only where  sp4cific  circumat8ncee  clearly
damand such regulation.

1. L(ininnmtoAllAlDe .

The data, information and analysis  presented in the
RKP/EIS  makes clear that th4  uranium mining activitiem vhich hav4
been occurring in the District ov4r the pa& 10 ysnrs  hay4 had no
long term impacts on the environment due to the miti ations
impoetd  and th4 reclamation which has been implemente 3 . The
final EIS and the RMP should be changed to more clearly state
this fact SO that it i.v  clear that regardless of the Alternative

7 7. See comment responses 04-26-03  and 0527503.
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selected, uranium exploration and mining vi11  be encouraged
throughout the District. At each place in the RKP/EIS  that
special values are recognized md special management prescrip-
tiona  are identified. the BLU  should emphasize that notvithstand- 7
ing  these special valuer or prescriptiona,  it is anticipated that
uranium exploration and mining activities  will continue to be
authorized mo long as tho8e activities proceed in substantially
the same manner aa the mining activities that have occurred dur-
ing the past 10 years. If the BLK elects to retain the distinc-
tion between Area A and Area B In the fiual RBP/BIS,  it ia vital-
ly important that it ie clear that mini
occur within Area B lrhich are substantlaT

activities  proposed to
17 mimllar to pant min-

ing activities will be consistent rlth  the sensitivities  and
;v;;;ought  to be protected b7 the desi ation  of Area B.

I&
in the Pa

if the BLY elects to dealgnate S RCAe, or ACECe
xinin

lnal RJlP/EIS.  a similar mtatement  relkng  to future
%

proposals should be made to insure that no confusion or
misun erstanding exists concerning the ap ropriateness and com-
patibilfty of exploration and mining activPties
management UOM.

in these special

At page II-6 of the RMP/EIS the ntrtement  ia made that
'In  order to insure l inimrl mining impacts to unique renewable
resource  valnecr, 513,000 acres vould  be rubject  to protective
stipulatione in Area B.” This statement should be clulfied to
make clear that the mining activities that are presently  occur-
ring or which have occurred during the paut 10 rearm in Area B,
have caused minimal impacts to these values because of the volun-
tary measures Implemented by EFN, and that the protective stipu-
lations which ma be imposed in Area B under the final RMP would
not be greater t&l the measure8 rhich are presently being imple-
mented voluntarily by the mining companies that are active In
this area.

The description of existing uranium mining  8ctivltles
within the District presented on page III-5 should be updated to
reflect that presently there fu one mine in production, two In
various etagee  of development, two  in reclamation, andthatthree
have been successfully reclaimed. SimilLpr es

-Y
should be made

on page III-38 to conform to the currenteituaton.

The number of acres disturbed by the Kanab North Mine
shorn on Table III-6 should be corrected to read 17.3 acres

I
10

imtead of 3.7 acme M shown on the RNP/BIS.

In Appendix 5 < age A-13) Stipulation 17 should be
deleted as not being in t e nature of a stipulation.t Stipulation 11
18 should be changed to eliminate the suggestion that powerlines

OS-256 (continued) *

8. The impacts of mineral exploration and development described in Chapter IV
are based on an evaluation of current mining activities on the district. The
analysis shows that many of the impacts are temporary in nature and are not
significant. The reclamation stipulation found in Appendix 5 are similar to those
being used by EFN.

9. The text has been changed to reflect this comment.

10. Approved mine plans and plan amendmentson filewith  thisoffice forthe  Kanab
North mine indicate that 17.7 acreseither have or will be disturbed in connection
with mine yard development. The text in Table III-6 has been changed to correct
this error.

1 1. The text has been changed to reflect this comment.
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might be required to be installed underground. Given the tempo-
rary nature of mining and Its impacts, to require powerlines to
be installed underground would not be warranted nor reasonable.
Indeed. the additional surface impact8 resulting from underground
installation further sugues againet such a requirement.

we Y
et with the conclusion in the RYP/EIS  that the mineral

potentfa for commercial breccia pipe deposits throughout the
district is extremely high. In fact, because of the uniqueness
of the high grade uranium deposits vhich occur only rithin  this
region of the country, se believe that the BLM 6hould acknowledge
in the final RMP that the mineral development within the District
should be treated as one of the highest and best uses of the
land, and that in the event of conflicts with  other reeource
values vithin the District, the mineral values sill  be preferred.
Of course, aa the last 10 yeare~ have demonstrated time and again.
in almost all instances. conflicts between mineral development
and the other resource values in the District can be resolved
through reasonable mitigation mea#u.res  and compromise. However,
should irreconcilable conflict6 exist, the mineral values which
uniquely occur in the District should be given priority, particu-
luly over values ouch aa primitive recreation or remoteness --
values which are more than amply protected throughout the region.
See the attached Regional Yap.

In Appendix 31, an assumed  mining scenario for under-
fr

ound uranium  mining  during the planning c
i
cle ir set forth.

ecause of the uncertalntiea  associated sit the discovery of
commercial breccla pipe uraniom  deposits  and the world market for
uranium, the scenario described ia a reasonable one. However,
the  final RMP should emphasize the uncertainties oasocloted  with
the assumed scenario and should state unequivocally that because
of the minimal impacts associated with  these types of mining
operations, none of the conclusions within  the RYP would  be
affected should the scope of mining proposals exceed the
assumptions met forth In the mining mcenarxo. The monitoring
data on both air and water quality demonstrate unequivocally that
the impacts from these operations are confined to within less
than 2,000 feet of the operation, and that upon completion of
activities full and complete reclamation is achievable.

12

2. wiwent Federal &$g.
Ai page II-4 of the RYP/EIS  reference is made to "the

need for more focused mmagement  In areaa  vltb special values and
the management objectives of adjacent federal lands". What
management objectives ue being referred to, and how might these 13
adversely affect the multfple use and suatained yield mandate of

12. The RMP/EIS  addresses impacts reasonably expected to occur in the district
through the life of the plan. Impacts analyzed include those associated with the
type of mineral exploration and development which has occurred and is rea-
sonably expected to occur in the future. We recognize that it is impossible to
analyze all impacts associated with the development of undiscovered mineral
resources. Each Plan of Operation submitted for proposed mineral develop-
ment would undergo an analysis environmental impacts. A decision would be
made, based on that analysis, whether the proposal would have significant
adverse impacts on the human environment and whether an environmental
impact statement is needed. The EAs prepared to date show that the environ-
mental impacts associated with the development of uranium from breccia pipes
are localized and that development has not resulted in significant adverse
impacts to the human environment.

13.  The objectives referred to are the objectives of adjacent areas managed by the
U. S. Park Service. In managing public lands of the Arizona Strip located
adjacent to National Parks and Recreation areas, close coordination is important
between ELM  and the Park Service as a standard protocol between two agencies
of the Department of the interior. That protocol and an appreciation of each
agency’s mission and ongoing programsare reflected in this section of the RMP.
See page IV-30 for Impacts to Adjoining Lands.
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the BU? Clearly. the objectives of the National Park Service in
the management of the Grand Canyon National Park are signifi-
cantly different than the objectives of multiple use and sus-
tained yield under FLPKA,  and to the extent feasible, the BLl4  and
the Park Service should make reasonable attempts to cooperate as
each seeks to implement their respective responsibilities to
manage the land8  under their jurisdiction.

However, the ELM should not justify restrictions or pre-
scriptions within the District on the basis of the objectives of
adjacent federal agencies. The  lands available for multiple use
within the region are increasingly  small, md it in vitally im-
portant for the BLM to insure that such uses are not only permit-
ted rith minimal restrictions or prescriptions, but also encour-
rgd. Multiple use is the mandate of, BLB in the same way that
remoteness and preservation us the sundate  of the National Park
Service. Both objectives achieve valuable and important public
policlen.  but they should not be allosod to overlap to the detri-
ment of sither. Moreover, the experience in the District has
demonstrated that cooperation and coordination betseen  the BLY
and adjacent federal agencies cm'ba achieved w-it&out  unwarranted
Interference rlth multiple use principles, provided that the
lines of communication  are o
agency dates  are respect4B

en and the differences between the
.

3 .  ~thdrawsil8.

The proposal in Alternative 3 relating to rlthdrasals
from mineral entry of each of the ueas  designated as ACECs  is
without support In the dat8,
to manage for multi

contrary to the mandate of the BLY
le we and sustained yield. and unjustified.

This proposal shou d be rojacted  in the final ?UP as inappro-P
pri8te.

to co
The  proposal should also bs rejected as~dlrectl~ contrary

T
essional

Bill o 1934.
lntent.as expressed in the Arizona Wilderness

As you knos,  in lQ34  Congress enacted the Arizona
Wilderness Act of 1904 (the  gAct.). Title III of the Act desig-
nated approximately 3QO.000  acres as s-ilderness  and released from
the interim management protection constraints of Section 603 of
?l.PU approximately 620,OOQ  acres. Title III was the culmination
of a landmark co

9and agreement o
romise negotiated with the partlcl ation,
conservation organizations. P

input
E W and other

mineral interests. ranching interests, local communities, and
other users of the public lands. It sas a compromise that sas
possible because all interests had something to gain from the
outcome. Specificolly..the  conservation organizations ensured
that substcmtial acreage which they deemed essential rare desig-

G. William Lamb
Arizona Strip District Hanager
Arizona Strip District Office
May 18, 1990
Page 12

noted as wilderness and removed from the
lass and other multiple use and sustained

operation of the mining

~~~~~einterests,  local communities an. . ensured that the rilderness study areas which were not
designat6d  as wilderness rould be released from the interim
management protections of Section 603 of FLPU and that these
lpnde  vould be managed in the future under

F
le
II

to resolve the land management
question with respect to wilderness designation and multiple use
mauagement  lands for the foreseeable future. In the sords of
Congressman Udall on the floor of the House of Representatives:

So I m proud to bring this  bill before the Hews  today:
Proud of a bill that settles the land management ques-
tion on near1
foreseeable I

3 million acres of public lands for the
uttue  so that ranchers, miners, timber

people, and other users of the land can get on rith
intelligent planning for.their businasr;  proud of a bill
that was put together b
spirit of compromise 0I

the hard work. cooperation aud
so many Arizonans: and most of

all, proud of a bill that preserves more than 1 million
acres of my State as my father and ny father's father
knew it when the7 came to Arizona and helped  to build
it. as I have bown and enjoyed it thro

T
out my lit.,

and so my children and my childron's chi drsn can know
it and  enjoy it throughout their liver.

EFN was proud to be a part of this landmark compromise.
Indeed.  we believe th8t the agreement of the other mining inter-
ests and  the locrlc osaunities to the sildsrness compromise would
not have been possible without the assurances given by Congress
and the environmental community that once the c romlss became
lav. tha areas not designated as rildernesa  wou d be managed"p
under multiple use principles for the fore6eerble  future. A
fundamental premise of the negotiations and the ultimate compro-
mise rith respect to acreage and location -8s that the lands
sit&in the Arizona Stri

P
which rare not designated as silderness

would be open and avai able
activities. To be sure,

for mining and other multiple use
all of the regulator7 requirements

necesssry to authorize mining or other multiple use activities on
the federal lands rould still be required, but the issue of
shether these activities sere appropriate or permissible ~a8
resolved. To suggest otherwise Is to attempt to rewrite history.

The  spirit of the negotiations and the compromise which
resulted from thone negotiations was  a model of has land manage-
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merit  decisions can and should be made. That spirit should not be
allowed to be destroyed at the urging of a small group of indi-
vidualo or or anizatlons rho, now that the vilderness  areas have

'Ibeen Congress onally mandated. choose to forget the basic under-
standinga and commitment6 which forged the compromise. Implemen-
tation of the proposal to with&au  from mineral entry the areas
designated a6 ACE6  would destroy that spirit.

4. -and-.

43 CPR Section 1610.0-S provide6 that existing plans and
rovale rrhould  be made to conform to the re

%K
uirements of the

Consequently, Pthe BLY should 6pecifica  17 atate  in the
final RMP  that existing mining activities and plan6 of operation
xithln the District are in conformity with the selected Alterno-
tire of the FMP.

5. wtr ~xhtB-of-wav  and.

With respect to utility corridors and rights-of-ray, the
BUI 6hould 6pecifically  state in the final RYP that temporary
porerlines  and rights-of-ray rs6ociated  with  uranium maneral
development in the District xi11  continue to be permitted,
regardle66 of the Alternative selected, and that temporary  power-
line6 md right6-of-ray  as6ociated  xith mining l ctivitie8 vould 14
be consi6tet  and In conformity with each Alternative diacusred
in the lW/EIS. Such powerline  and right6-of-way  are temporar
in nature and aece6rary to the devolopmant of the unique minera T
deposit8 rhich are found in the District. The iasue of
porerline6, tern  orary

temprar

d
road6  and mcees  necenaary  to mlnera 1

development 6ho d not be left ambigaou6  in the final RU'.

The  implication6 of the OEV dorignations  also should be
clar i f ied in  the final RMP. A careful reading of the definitions
of each desigpatlon set forth in A pendix 22 m&es  clear that in
areas designated a8 'lidted  tn OX lrting road6 aad trai.16".'I
ing permittees, mining claimants, right of -a
like x-ill continue to be permitted to drive oI

holders anf-the
f-road in connec-

tion with their octivitie6, and that in area6 designated as
glimdted to designated road6 and trails',  off-road travel till be
permitted as long as prior approval, bared on need, Fe obtained.
Similarly, it i6 clear, on careful reading, that, under each
Alternative. in areas designated a6 Qlosedn, from the
authorized officer to u6e closed road6 and traiT

provala
6 till be i66ued

on a case-by-case basis for mining activities  and grazing activi-
ties when needed. Eiovever  , to avofd confusion in the future, we 15
believe the final RMP should expand the disculrsion  in the text of
the IUP consistent rlth  the text of Appendix 22 so that the

05-256 (continued)

14.  Temporary power lines and rights-of-way would continue to be granted. Each
application would be assessed under NEPAregulationson acase-by-case basis.
See changes in text (II-g and IV-2).

15. See changes in text page A-65.
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public 8nd  the grazing and 6ining c-tie6  do not misinterpret
the design&.ions  aa  imposing greater restrictiona  on use thrn is
intended. The right of access to the District is 8 ver
tant isaue  to all  of the user8 of the public lands, an1

impor-
conae-

q~yA:y,  the limitstiona on those right6 should ba precisely and
daf ined. Yoreover,

f i n a l KY
it 16 equrlly  important that the

P reflect the importance of rgency di6cretion  in dsci-
siops  relating to righta-of-way md 8ccesm.

6. m Deaieaatiom.

ACEC demignrtions should ordinarily ba limited to the
snalleot  area neces~rr~  to protect 8 resource.
ACECm  in Alternrtives  2.

The proporad
limited.

3. and 4 do not rppeu ta hrve been so
The BU should re-av8lo8te  the proposed hCEC6  to

determine whether restrictiona  on the entire ue8m  proposed  8re
aeceuuy. Derignrtion  of an 8re8 u ILP ACEC i6 6160 urumc666ary
if 8 les6  restrictive form of m8n8gwmnt  will mffice.  We
with the rationrle  provided in Appendix 6 for the ineligibi ityYe
detsrminrtiona m8de witiHi;re;t  to m8ar of the ueu considered
for ACEC dsmi tion. , -a ur e the BLN to re-ev8luate
it8 proposed ecimion with renpect toIf- %e areas  proposed for ACEC
designrtion  in arch  hltern8tLva  to dotormina  if womb  larcr
restrictive da8i
v8lue identifier

rtian would be 8dequ8t.e  to pro-t  the  re6ource
86 needing 1~peci81  protection. However. the

hCEC6 propoaed  in Alternrtlve  4 come8 closest  to meeting the
criterir for ACEC de6i tion,

r
and aftor l y8lu8tion to dotermine

if the ueu designate canbe reduced further, the ACEC proposed
in Alternative 4 should be the area selected  in the fin81  RUP.
The 8re88 prOpO6ed  for ACEC daaign8tion  in Alternative 3 are
cleuly exce66lve  md cannot be umtified.

h
While the 8rea6

propomed for ACEC designrtion  in t e Referred Alternative 8re
pofe 6upportoble thrn t&we proposed la Mtern8tive  3, we believe
th8t the values  aought to be protected through the proposed  ACEC
designrtionn  in the Preferred  Alternative C~II  be 8dequ8tely
protected through existing m8n8gement tools without the necessity
of  ACEC designation.

Importnatl~, apart from unregulrted  OHV u6e or miner81
deyelopment  under 8 notice of intent, there 8re  few 18nd use6
that disturb the murfrca  of the BLY lroda that do not receive
prior BLH review rind  8pproyrl. Coxuwquently. BLY generrlly  will
have ip op

r
rtunity to review md regul8t.a  proposed land we

within an CEC to prevent dpmpge to the resources that ue the
basis for the deeignrtion. The BLY does not need to
cate orically  exclude other lesd we6 in the hCEC6,

sr
b mineral

with aral or otherwise. Rather it need only to Tregu ate such

2
5
!i
c
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uses as they are proposed to ensure that important resources are
protected.

Whatever the ACEC designations in the final RYP, we do
not disagree with the propoaal of the BLY to require a plan of
operations prior to commencement of exploration or mining octiri-
ties within  ueaet properly designated  an ACEC. However, the
final RKP should make clear that the designation of an ACEC shall
not be interpreted to prohibit or even discourage e

9
loration or

mining activities in these areas. Rather, the flna RHP should
specifically state that an ACEC designation  0x11~ implies that
more restrictive stipulation8 nkaF  be necessuy  in those instance*
in which the proposed mining activities may unreasonablF  inter-
fee; with the valuea sought to be protected by the ACEC designa-

c
The ataudard for aixdng  plan approval would continue to be

the kn.reasonable and mecessq  degradationn  standard.
CL
2 7. v.

With respect to the parer ins falcon populations rhtch
exist ia the District. the ina RYP should specifically note
that mining and the peregrine falcon, even In areas rated as
superior on Hap 11-17.  have successfully coexisted for the part 16
10 yeur. The nature and exteut  of the peregrine populations in
the District have been shown through cooperative studies between
the BLY, the Arizona Game k Fish Department and  EFN, to be
healthy aud growing  during  tha  same lo-7eu period that uranium
mining  has been occurring In the District. Thim data and the
success  of the programs to miaimlze  Impact8  to the peregrine
falcon populations from mining activities should be noted so that
as future mining proposala are evaluated coaceraa rith adverse
impacts on peregrine falcous are minimized.

We question the appropriatsnems  of imposing  limitationa
on oil and gas exploration due to prenrmbd imprctn oa peregrine
f alCOIl  pOpUl8tiOM  88 in the Preferred Alternative.

that the peregrine falcon is
such limitations on an across the

8. w.

If, as stated at page 1X-24,  the BLR iateuds  to adopt, as
part of the final RRP, existing Allotment Management Plans, it
should be clearly stated that theoe  plaus will not be amended or
altered in an7 material vay which  might adversely affect the
grazing allottees unless and  until a plan amendment is adopted

16. We cannot accurately state that peregrine populations have recently increased.
Recent inventory efforts have expanded to different areas which have revealed
additional breeding pairs. The increase in total numbers may be a result of a
greater inventory area, rather than an actual increase in density.

At this time we have no factual information on adverse effects of uranium mining
facilitieson the peregrine falcon. The extent of coexistence between peregrine
nesting sites and existing mining facilities is difficult to measure because of the
many variables involved. The present mitigation employed to protect nesting
peregrine falcons from uranium exploration seems to be adequate.

Afive-year cooperative research effort initiated by the Bureau, Arizona Game and
Fish Department and Energy Fuels Nuclear, Inc. in 1988 will provide additional
knowledge on the status of the species as well as a better understanding of the
extent of coexistence between peregrine falcons and uranium mining.
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after full opportunity for public input and comment. The rmch-
ing  community is entitled to this assurance.

9. $screav.
Recreation, particularly backcountry  primitive recrea-

tion, i8 greatly overemphasized in each of the identified Alter-
native8, other than the No Action Alternative. Recreation is but
one value in the multiple uee mpectrua.  and yet the RRP/EIS
treats it a8 if it is entltlsd to a unique place in the planning
proce88. Clearly, primitive recreation is entitled to a place at
the multiple we table, but it is not entitled to greater con-
8ideratlon  than other equally important user. ouch a8 mlnin
rmchl.ng,  timber, aad other lems ure forms of recreation. f*Ih s
is particularly true in a ike  the one at is8ue here. As
noted earlier. thin  region l ady ham vast ueu "reserved. for

N R rimitlve recreation in extremely-remote Betting8 in the form ofational  Parka  and Monument.8 and Connre88ionallr  deslenated
Wildemeoo  Areas. Each of the declaion;  which hav; been Shaped
by the hasis on

-in P
rimitive recraation  and pre8ervation  of re-

TAOt4IWB8 the RUP EIS.  regu‘dh8B  of the Alternative involved.
rhould bs re-evaluated to ensure that the decimion, or proposed
decl8lon.  hu not been inapproprfatoly  influenced by a presumed
nesd to pre8ervo opportunities for prlmltive recreation.

For l x
-f

le. in the Referred Alternative, the ELM proposes
to make the uashant Area an RCA In order to protect the primi-
tive backcountry  recreational  v&hem. And Jet,  the Parashant
Area 18 immediately  adjacent to the Lahe Ued National Recreation
Area and the Grand Canyon Rational Park -- ueas  where primitive
recreation 18 asmured. In our visr,  the ELM should not impOB0
re8trictions on grazing and mining actfvltie8 In thl8  uea on the
basis of prlmitivr  recraation.

10. &&f&&D of Pm.

RFN believem that the RLM 8hould 8elect Alternative 4 in
the flnal RUP,  abject to the comaenta uet  forth throughout thl8
letter. Alternative 4 is consi8tent with the mandate of the BLh
to manage under principle8 of multiple u8e and sustained yield,
and it ia most sensitive to the needs of the local communities
for access to the federal lands for
tion in all Gf it8 foras. Alternat  ve 4 will assure that theP

azing. mining and recrea-

many and varied intere8t8 who utilize the federal lands will be
able to continue to do BO without unreasonable or unnecessary
restrictions. and Pet this Alternative will aloo  insure that the
sensitive remourcem of the district ue not seriou8ly impacted in
the long term. InportantlI.  the selection of Alternative 4 will
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eliminate the various SWhs and RCA8  proposed in both Nternatire
2 and 3. Such 8peCi81  management uea~  are not Pece88ar to
protect the recreational, cultural and scenic value8 of the 6 is-
trict,  nor are they necessary to maintain the essentially remote
character of the District. Finally, eliminating these -hybrids
Tcial  management area8 would bs consistent  with  tlr~ Con
sional  intent expreued with the snactaent of the Arizona WiPorn-der-
nemm Act of 1934. With the pa8~age of this Act, meveral  exi8tiag
primitive ueas and special category lands within  the District
rere eliminated. Indeed, in ths consideration of the Bill,
Congresman  Seiberling  1u uked by the envlronxental  Interests
to maintain some of the special category lands for further stud
and Interim protection. COT: $z f;;~~'l&Wtl;;~;;;-f  &
requests as inappropriate.
.zoning. approach to public land management BUggeDted  by the
proposed 8 ecial management  uoas ha8 no plue in the manquent
program oP the BLM on %ultiple  uses lands. Zoning approachrs
may be appropriate on lands which  Co

T
l 88 has 8et aside for

mpeclal management mxh  u the National uk Symter,  but 8uch an
approach mhould not be followed on land8  which  Congremm has
specifIcally 8tated 8hall  be managed for multiple urn*.

We appreciate the qportnnig  to provide our comment= on
the FUP/EIS. We look forward to continuing  to work with the DLY
M it proceed8 to t.ho  selection of a final RllP. We would welcome
the o portunity  to discuss our comments with 0~ In greater
detal P dshould you feel that such ~~BCUBB~O~~ maul be useful.

Sincerely,  h

E&d L. Doores
Vice Resident - Lbg81  and
Regulator-y MfairB

RKVkll
Enclosure

P
5
m
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIFXY.  ARIZONA CHAPTER
P.O. Box  11135

nay 21, 1990

Mr. G. William Lamb, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North.  3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Hr.  Lamb:

Re: Review of Arizona Strip Resource Umageaent  Plan  (PMP)  and
Rnviromnental  Impact Statcwnt

The Arizona Chapter of the Wildlife Society previously submitted
colRnents on the above-referenced document in a letter to the Bureau
of Land Management (BLX)  dated April 20, 1990. We would now  like
to submit the following additional cornDents  as a supplement to that
letter.

Again. we  want to conmend  the BLM  and the RNP  team members for
their efforts in the preparation of this comprehensive document.
We realize that the integration of the various uses  of public land
on the Ar izona  Str ip  requi res  t rade -o f f s  between a mult i tude of
resource values. With this in mind, it is our intention to provide
coeunents,  conccmr, and questions that are meant to enhance, rather
than detract from this document.

Although we  generally support most of the management direction
proposed  in  A l te rnat ive  2  ( the  pre fe r red  a l te rnat ive ) ,  we  have
major  concerns  wi th  some  issues and resoucces. He believe that
the best possible approach would be a combination of management
directions from Alternatives 2 and 3.

To help or9anize  our conments. we  will follow the format provided
in Table II-1  (Pages  II-8 to 1X-38)  of the Draft RMP. It is hoped
that this method will  reduce confusion.

xr. c. William Lamb

LAND RESOURCES

Ccncern  N o .  1 ;

2 nay 21, 1990

L a c k  o f adcqua  t e p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  (m
m) and desert tortoise habitat under Alternative 2 with
regard to ownership adjustments. Alternative 3 is  preferred as it
provides for a higher degree of protection for the desert tortoise.

Addit ional  agr icultural  entry and agricultural  leases within the
Beaver Dam Wash area should be discouraged and/or discontinued.
Even though concessions for desert tortoises are proposed, the
issue should be retention and protection of riparian habitat within
this  a r ea . WC support Alternative 3 to discontinue agricultural
land leases and reclaim to near natural conditions.

WATERSHED RESOURCES

Under the Management Direction for Water Resources, Alternative 2
does not provide for instream  flow monitoring of the Paris ~ivcr.
WC  believe that the current condition of the Path River  is such
that these studies should be conducted to provide  a data base for
management  of this riverina ecosystem. Alternative 3 is preferred.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

No. 1

Alternative 2 for both plants and animals is not adequate to
propc~ly protect and/or manage Special Statun  Species. Alternative
3 provides a higher degree of protection over a wider range of
species and is our preferred altcraativc.

RIPARIAN ARBAS

Concern  NC  1 :

Lack of protection for the Beaver Dam Wash in Alternative 2.
Alternative 3 is preferred, since it  includes the Beaver Dam/Virgin
River confluence as a riparian demonstration area. Due to increased
development of t h e  B e a v e r  Dam/ L i t t l e f i e l d  connnunities, t h i s
riparian area requires increased protection.



05257 (continued) 05257 (continued)

Hr. G. William Lamb 3 nay 21, 1990

FOREST WOODLAND RESOURCES

The management of remnant Ponderosa Pine (mus non&r-)  stands
on the Arizona Strip is of primary concern. We believe that these
areas of Ponderosa Pine do not lend themselves to comnercial  tree
harvest. These areas do not represent a situation where “normal”
Ponderosa Pint management can be conducted.

The Ponderosa Pint stands on the Arixona  Strip consist mainly of
stringers with many of the stringers occurring in drainages.  Much
of the  area is on limestone soiIs  which is a relatively harsh
environment for growth and/or regeneration of Pondtrosa Pine. These
areas art more conducive to growth of pinon-juniper (P-J) and
probably represent a past climatological event that supported a
l imited growth of  Pondtrosa Pint. Cutt ing in this  area would,  in
al l  probabi l ity, result in accelerated P-J invasion and type
conversion which would de detrimental to wildlife species dependent
on Ponderosa Pine.

-e
These stands are unique features on the Arizona  Strip and add to

CL
the diversity of  the  area. We question the statement in the RMP

2;
that uses  the term “stagnant” in relation to old growth within 1
these stands. Granted, old growth is not as dynamic as earl ier
successional stages,  but it  is  not.stagnant. These areas should be
managed for  wild l i fe ,  v isuals ,  and uniqueness .

Listed below art 6 specific points of concern related to management
of Pondtrosa Pint within the RMP.

Lack of any boundary identif ications for which conxntrcial  and/or
selective thinning o f  P o n d e r o s a  P i n t  i s  t o  o c c u r  i n  t h e  At.
Trumbull/Ht.  Logan, Parashant and Black Rock Mountain Ponderosa 2
Pint vegetation components for al l  four alternatives and their
accompanying EIS over the next 15 years.

C9ncern  No.  2:
Lack of  adequate documentation or references that sufficient
sensitive soil  mapping and inventory has been  completed to permit
Ponderosa Pint harvest or selective thinning in any of the three
areas referenced in NO. 1 for al l  four alternatives and their
accompanying EIS over the next 15 years.

Lack of adequate documentation or references that sufficient
historical  silvicultural  stand examination f i les exist to provide
that federally mandated commercial  pine regeneration standards can
be met to permit Ponderosa Pine harvest or selective thinning in

3

1. See general response to public comments page N-g.

2.

3.

Additional work is necessaryto inventory and determine specific areaswithin the
ponderosa pine forests where selective thinning may be necessary and advis-
able for the health, vigor, regeneration or biological diversity of the forest
ecosystems or beneficial to dependent wildlife resources. The intent is to
address such specifics in the detailed management plans for the Ftesource
Conservation Areas in which the forests occur.

Additional soil inventory and mapping will be done in developing amanagement
plan for the ponderosa pine areas. The management plan will identify sites
where selective thinning is appropriate and compatible with multiple use objec-
tives, including watershed protection. Detailed management plans will be
prepared for the Resource Conservation Areas in which the forests occur.
Approval of the plans will be subject to the completion of an EA.
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any of the three areas ref ercnced in  NO. 1 for all four
alternatives and their accompanying EIS over the next 15 years.

Wa-=rn No. 4:

Lack  of adequate documentation OK references that sufficient
wildlife inventory for state listed sensitive spccics  such as the
Spotted Owl OK Goshawk exists to permit Ponderosa Pine harvest or
selective thinning in any of the three areas referenced in IVO.  1
for all four alternatives and their accompanying EIS over  the  next
15 years.

-em No. 5:

c
Lack of adequate documentation or references that a definition of

G
Ponderosa Pine old growth exists and lack of exact boundary

G
identification of old-growth stands to be retained in any of the
three areas referenced in NO. 1 for all  4 alternatives and their
accompanying EIS over the next 15 years.

No. 6:

Lack of adequate documentation  or.  references that State Game and
Fish Department managers have or will be consulted on the impacts
of the RHP’s proposed  Ponderosa Pine harvest or selective thinning
in any of the three areas referenced in NO. 1 for  al l  four
alternatives and their accompanying EIS over the next 15 years.

Having noted the aforementioned Points of Concern 1 - 6, we provide
the fo l lowing l ist  of  corr igenda, substantiating the concerns from
the draft RI(P sumxary continuing through Chapter  XV. Many of the
Points of Concern are referenced by location and not repeated in
their entirety. They may be found in the f irst  draft of the
‘Arizona Strip District Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement” f i l e d  w i t h  t h e  E P A  o n  NOV~~II~~K  2 9 ,  1 9 8 9 .
Addit ional  quest ions OK needed points o f  clari f ication are also
asked.

Page S-4, Table S-l , Resource Conservation Areas,  Parashant and
nt .Trumbull  (Concerns 1 - 6)

page s-14, Table S-7, Forest/Woodlands (Concerns l-6)
QUESTIONS: Does the term *‘Forest” as used KtftK  to just
Ponderosa Pine acres designated for “selective thinning” OK a l l
acres of the Pondcrosa  vegetative component? Is a “selective
thinning” site selection map available for public review? Do you
have a def init ion of  “old growth” avai lable for  publ ic
review? Are maps of “old growth” areas avai lable for  publ ic
review?

5

6

7

4. Inventory for threatened, endangered or sensitive species such as the spotted
owl and Goshawk will be done for projects like the forest management plan,
particularly-since wildlife habitat management and projects to enhance habitat
conditions are integral components of this program.

5. A definition of ponderosa pine old growth has been added to the glossary. Old
growth stands are one of the important components of the ponderosa pine
ecosystem and require special consideration in developing a program that
meets the maintenance, protection, health, vigor, regeneration capability needs
and biological diversity aspects of the ecosystem. We intend to maintain the old
growth stands but inventories of those stands are not complete. Delineation of
the old growth stands will be accomplished as part of the development of plans
for the Resource Conservation Areas in which the ponderosa pine forests occur.

6. The Arizona Game & Fish Department (AGFD) will be contacted for consultation
and review in the preparation of forest management plans and the EAs associ-
ated with the plans. AGFD involvement is especially pertinent in this matter since
a major objective of the forest management plan is to maintain productive
habitat for wildlife and, where possible, improve habitat conditions in accor-
dance with Habitat Management Plans.

7. The term “forest” applies to all the acreage on which stands of ponderosa pine
occur on the public lands administered by BLM. Adefinition of “old growth” has
been incorporated into the glossary. Appropriate management maps of the
ponderosa pine forestswill be developed in association with the development of
plans for the respective Resource Conservation Areas in which the forest occur,
and will be available for public review.
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Page S-15, Table S-7, wildli fe,  (Concerns 1-6)
QUESTIONS: In Alternative N O .  2 ( p r e f e r r e d  a c t i o n ) ,  i f
designation of  an RCA a l lows  management of “Ponderosa Pine to 8
enhance wi ld l i fe  va lues” , how are the enhancement criteria and
decision matrix arrived at and by whom? Are these criteria
subject to public involvement and review?
“se lect ive  thinning”

Are the proposed
areas driven by other resoutxe  needs such

as w i l d l i f e ?

Page S-15, Table S-7,  Wildl i fe ,  (Concerns l -6 )
QUESTIONS: On Alternative NO. 4 If “Managing Mt. TrumbuIl  and
Parashant ateas  for timber harvest could have a negative impact
on wi ld turkey, captors and Kaibab squirrels”, how can timber 9
harvest be beneficial t o  m u l e  d e e r ? Do such beneficial
relationships and data exist for these specific areas?

Page S-16, Table S-7, Recreation Resources (Cont.) (Concerna  l-6)
QUESTIONS: On Alternative NO. 2: Bow  will “Ponderosa Pine forest

-f
management create short term adverse impacts and 1 ong term

CL
positive impacts to recreation use”? What time frames ace used
to define short term or long term1 How ate  the criteria and

z
decision matrix arrived  at and by whom? Are these criteria
subject to public involvement and review?

Page 11-21, Issue/Resource: Forest/Woodland Rcxourccs
W (Concerns l-6)

QUESTION: Why are EMP’s not referenced as supporting documents
along with UFP’s  as the IMP’s  do contain apccific language with
regards to Ponderosa Pine management for wildlife values?

B (Concerns 1-6)
QDESTIONS:  What criteria and decision matrix uaa used to change
the status and value of Ponderosa Pine forest to ones that ace
“we1  1 -managed” with potential  for “sustained yield”? No former
MPP or KMP has ever  placed the Strip Ponderosa Pine vegetative
component in this commercial  category. Are the designations of
wilderness within and neaf  these “productive ecosyatema’  taken
into account when  changing these values? What criteria and design
matrix was used to change these Ponderosa Pine forests status to
one which wi 11 “achieve and maintain optimum growth of Ponderosa
Pine, thereby maintaining the health and vigor of the stands”?
Were these changes subject to public review and cotunent?

Page I I -22 Issue/Resource: Porest/Yoodland Resource (Cont. )
(Concern 1-6)

COHHENT AND QUESTIONS: Same as in Page X1-21,  Specific to the
quote “Protect Ponderosa Pine stands from serious insect and
disease infestations”. This coaanent  again suggests management of
a commercially managed Ponderosa Pine forest not a Ponderosa Pine
forest “managed for other fesource uses”.

10

8. The AGFDwill  beconsulted for consultation and review in the preparation of RCA
plans and the associated EAs. A public advisory group which the AGFD would
be encouraged to join, will guide development of plans for both the Mt. Trumbull
and Parashant Resource Conservation Areas. We anticipate that criteria and
objectives, including enhancement of wildlifevalues, would be developed coop-
eratively by the advisory group. Selective thinning actions would be driven
mainly by the objective of maintaining healthy, viable and biologically diverse
forest systems. Other principal objectives are maintenance of good aesthetics
for recreation users, wildlife habitat, habitat enhancement and management
ensuring that ground fuels are reduced and kept at appropriate levels.

9. Creation of openings in dense forests and providing an edge effect and better
interspersion and juxtaposition of habitat, often result in improved habitat for
deer.

10. See the impacts section (page IV-20) for the explanation of impacts associated
with the forest management program. The criteria involved were developed by
the interdisciplinary team that analyzed the impacts of implementing the four
alternatives.

11. A reference to habitat management plans as supporting documents has been
added to this section, since these provide specific language with regard to
ponderosa pine management for wildlife values.

11

12

13

12.  The principal basis for the decision to implement an active forest management
program is that these ponderosa pine forests and their associated ecosystems
are important components of the public lands and require thoughtful, focused
management in order to maintain and protect them. Note that neither the draft
RMP/EIS  (preferred alternative) or this final document, put these forested areas
in the commercial category, but classed them instead in ELM’s  management
Category C, “areas where forest management activities are specifically for the
benefit of other identified resource uses or values”. Management objectives for
nearby wilderness areas were considered in determining the appropriate cate-
gory for the ponderosa pine areas.

13. Keeping open the option of insect and disease control is advisable and appropri-
ate, given our responsibilities in protecting and managing the ponderosa pine
forests and their associated resources. While this may imply commercially
managed forests to some, it is sometimes a necessary action as is fire suppres-
sion to prevent catas?rophic  !oss of this important component of the public lands
of the Arizona Strip District.
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What is meant by the following statement: “maintain gpprcou
old growth and dead and standing Ponderosa Pine and healthy  14
understory of vegetation (oak and other species)for w i l d l i f e
habitat and natural aesthetics”?

What level or percentage of the remaining old growth is
“appropriate”? Perhaps all  of the Strip District remaining old
growth should be retained. ‘This  def init ion is  of c r i t i c a l  15
environmental concern and warrants ful l  publ ic  review and
disclosure prior to treatment or reduction in existing old-growth
stands in the Ponderosa Pine component on the Arizona St r ip
District .

Page II -23 Forest A l t e r n a t i v e  2 Preferred Alternat ive
“Designations” (Concern l-6)

QUESTIONS: Does the 15,200 acres designated for category C
include all the Ponderosa Pine acres outside wilderness Ponderosa
Pine areas? Does the figure intend that all Ponderosa Pine areas

16

< outside the wilderness acres fit in this category?

G

z
“Haoagement  Direction Alternative 2"

QUESTIONS: Are the “carefully designed and administered selective
thinning,
subject

disesst  control and prescribed burns” recommended, 17
to publ ic  review? These proposed management actions

suggest that an environmental assessment be prepared for each
action with full  documentation on the impacts to all other
resources and users-- -  Wil l  these be done? If  so what level  of
public notice and opportunity to corned  will  be offered?

Page II-29  “Mt. Trumbull Area-Designation and Ob jsctive Al ternativc
2”

COUHENT : Strongly agree ou new designations.

Page I I -48 'Ht. Trumbull Area. Forest and Woodland Management:
Forest: (Concerns l -6)

QUESTIONS: What is  the def init ion of  a  “viable productive
forest”? Also, why
management plan”

are you proposing to “develop a timber 18
if the Ponderosa Pine acres-are designated as

“forest management for the enhancment  of other uses”? (See I I - I

23 Alternative 2 Preferred).

Also this statement is inconsistent with the statement used for
the “Parashant area forest and woodlands management” where the
statement of direction for Ponderosa Pine is simply to “manage 19
for enhancement of other resource values”. Why is Mt. Trumbull
treated dif ferently? Is  Ht. Trumbull Ponderosa Pine not going to
be "managed for enhancement of other uses"?

We rafse serious concerns that a “timber management plan” would
be permitted after designating the Ponderosa Pine acres for
“enhancement of other uses”. This action would also suppose and 20
we request that a separate and complete environmental assessment

14.

15.

This statement means that in managing the ponderosa pine forests, major
considerations are the needs of wildlife, natural aesthetics and maintaining old
growth stands as one of the major natural components.

The specific aspects of forest management will be developed in plans for the
Resource Conservation Areas. Maintenance of old growth stands as a major
natural component of the ponderosa pine ecosystems and the public lands of
the Arizona Strip District is a specific objective of the program. Public involve-
ment in the preparation of plans and the associated NEPA compliance docu-
ments for the Resource Conservation Areas are integral parts of that planning
effort.

i 6. The 15,200acres  is the total acreage within the Arizona Strip District classified as
ponderosa pine forest, including the wilderness areas. The intent is that all of the
ponderosa pine forest located out of the wilderness areas be managed under
Category C.

17. To ensure appropriate public involvement, the intent is to establish a multi-
interest group to assist in developing the plan forthe  Mt. Trumbull and Parashant
Resource Conservation Areas and the associated management objectives and
practices. An associated EA will be prepared on the plan for each Resource
Conservation Area. In addition, the plan and the EA will be available for public
review and comment.

18. A’Liable productive forest“ means a ponderosa pine forest ecosystem which is
healthy and biologically diverse and which is capable over the long-term of
maintaining regeneration capability and productivity for ecological aspectssuch
as wildlife habitat, vegetative composition and diversity. A “forest management
plan” will be developed rather than a “timber management plan”.

19. The Mt. Trumbull and Parashant areas will both be designated as Ftesource
Conservation Areas and the ponderosa pine forests in both areas will be man-
aged under Category C guidelines, which means that forest management activi-
ties are specifically for the enhancement of other uses.

20.  Aforest management plan will be prepared in association with the development
of the overall plan for the Mt. Trumbull Resource Conservation Area rather than
a timber management plan. NEPAcompliance  and publicreview and comment
is a part of that planning process.
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or environmental impact statement be prepared for public review
and cosvnent  prior to the inrplementation  of any Ht. Trumbull
“timber management plan”.

Page III -23 Ponderosa Pine (Concerns l-6)
QOEST IONS : Why was  a map of the “7,266 acres of comnercial”
Ponderosa Pine forest and Parashant acres of 1,940 not included
in this IMP?  On what dates were these same acres and stands last
inventoried to produce the capability data of  yie ld ing  at  least 21
20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year? Are a l l  o f  these
referenced acres on suitable soil which would permit cosunercial
harvest activit ies?

Page III -48 Hap III-8 ‘Ponderosa Pine Areas” (Concern l -6)
QUESTIONS: Same comment  on Ht. Trumbull and Parashant comnercial
acres : Why are the commercial acres of 7,266 and 1,940 not
d i s p l a y e d  f o r  p u b l i c  r e v i e w  a n d  coasnent?  A g a i n ,  i f  f u t u r e  22
proposed actions include treatment in these areas, full  public
involvement and disclosure is warranted.

4
CL Page III-SO Erosion Condition (Concern l -6 )

ii
QOESTIONS:  When was  the last soils erosion inventory made within
the Ponderosa Pine Component in the Wt. Trumbull area? what  23
methodology was  used to produce’this map data? I

Page IV-7 Prom Forestry/Woodland
COMMENT: Please note in the sentence “ A A  insect infestation of
disease could be faci l i tated by an old growth stagnant stand of
Ponderosa Pine and resul t  in  many trees dying”. You are in fact
describing the physiology of old-growth dynamics and not the
negative impacts of maintaining an old-growth forest. These
insect and disease processes are important for the maintenance
of old growth obl igate vildlife  species and their associated
niche and foraging requirements.

Page IV-35 Prom Forestry/Woodland
COHMENT:  Agree strongly that this  a lternative wi l l  be beneficial
to watershed resources. The management strategy however would not
necessari ly increase the r isk  of catastrophic f ire i f  a public
reviewed fire management plan were prepared for the Nt. Trumbull
area.

Page IV-38 From Forest and Woodland Management, Paragraphs 2 and
3 (Concerns l -6)

QUESTIONS: Again, the language and terminology US.33
interchangeably are confusing. The treatment and “removal of
trees stagnating from shade and overcrowding” implies commercial
treatment of old-growth Ponderosa Pine . Is this the intent of
Alternative NO. 27 How does this “create a beneficial impact? Why
i s  there an emphasis on “disease control” i n  a  non-comsrcial
forest designated for “the enhancement of other uses”? Which

24

21.  The information on ponderosa pine on page III-23 of the draft RMP/EIS was
incorporated to provide background knowledge of the affected environment
related to forest/woodland resources. Past commercial harvest has had a role
in the affected environment and these acreage figures simply convey that past
inventories indicate the presence of ponderosa pine stands with commercial
value. Amap was not provided in the draft RMP/EISor this final because this is
inventory and background information for the affected environment section
rather than for areas proposed for designation for commercial forestry or harvest
in any of the alternatives.

22.  See response 21 and 17.

23. In 1974, a detailed soil survey of the Mt. Trumbull/Mt.  Logan areawas  completed
by the SCS. Information has been recently updated by completion of an Order
Ill soil survey of the Vermillion Resource Area. The Parashant and Black Rock
Mountain areas are currently being surveyed at Order Ill level by SCS as part of
the Shivwits  Resource Area soil survey to be completed by 1992.

24. The intent of Alternative 2and now the Proposed Action, is to actively manage the
ponderosa pine forests and associated ecosystems for the benefit and enhance-
ment of other uses. See response No. 13 regarding insect control. Wildlife
species which would benefit from this program and associated habitat mainte-
nance and improvement are deer, turkey and squirrel. Benefits to wildlife would
be achieved by maintaining, over the long range, the forest ecosystem on which
they are dependent and by improving the quality of habitat regarding such
factors as interspersion, edge effect, forage and cover.
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wildl i fe  species vould be the recipient of these
impacts”?

“posit ive

Page IV-39 Prom Special Designations (Concerns 1-6)
QUESTION: Hov  does maintaining old growth forests in a “healthy 25
condition” benefit old growth  obl igated wi ld l i fe  resources?

I
QW&gg&&  (Concern l-6)

QUESTIONS:
Are these

Please define vhat is meant by “thinning operations”.
considered commercial treatment? Are

operations”
“thinning

subject to environmental review and public coranent?
Which “old growth Ponderosa Pine will  remain uncut”? Where are
these acrea  located? What stand analysis data exist for  these
designations? What def init ion criteria of  “old growth” is  being
used by the BLB Strip District prior to implementing “thinning
operations”?

Page IV-41 Prom Forestry (Concern 1-6)

<
QUESTIONS: Again. coaaaetcial  treatments aKe implied. Hov  are

CL
“additional  benefits” provided
of Ponderosa Pine? What is a

“through understory  improvement”

E

“new  growth Pondetosa Pine in the
forest”? What federal criteria are uecd for  this  def init ion?
Please  g ive  a definition of “nev grouth  Ponderosa Pine in the
forest”? What federal criteria. arc used for  this  def init ion?
Please  g ive  a definition of “new  growth  Pondctosa Pine”, i t s
basal  area, stems pet acre and age somewhere within the document
before using the def init ion in the EA.

Page IV-42 From Special Designations Paragraphs 1 and 2
COKMENT:  A9tee  StKOngly.

26

27

28
COICLVSIOI(:  (Concerns l-6)

QUESTION ABD  COklMBBT: What level of “management of Pondetosa Pine
forests” aKc you intending 7 The document is unclear on this point
throughout the EA  w i th  Kegacds  to Alternative 2.

Page IV-44 FKOIS  Forestry (Concerns l-6)
QWSTIONS: What “increases in noise and dust, as well  as sudden,
visible change to the forests”, are going to occur in Alternative
NO. 2 if the Pondetosa Pine areas are to be “maintained for other 29
uses”? What “forest enhancement operations” are you referring to?
Does Alternative NO. 2 not manage the forest for other uses? If
so vhy are you referring to “&rest  l w ” ?  D o e s  t h i s  n o t
imply forestry practices for the sake’of commercial interests?

Papa IV-46 FKO~  Forestry (Concerns l-6)
QUESTIOBS:  Both paragraphs are inconsistent with other portions
of this document. Why is “mitigation” necessary for Visuala  when
the Ponderosa Pine is managed fOK  other uses? Are visuals another
use? I f  so, would visuals  not be included in any assessment of

36

the need for treatment and the treatment used to enhance not
reduce visual quality?

25. A number of wildlife species are closely tied in their habitat preferences needs to
old growth stands. Maintaining old growth stands in a healthy condition long
range, will help maintain suitable habitat conditions for those dependent wildlife
species.

26. Selective thinning is a practice which may be used to enhance the health, vigor,
regeneration or natural biodiversity of the forest ecosystem or benefit resources
such as wildlife. Guidelines for thinning operations will be defined in plans to be
developed for the Mt. Trumbull and Parashant Resource Conservation Areas
(see response 05-257-15).  Our intent is to have a multi-interest advisory group
assist in developing the plans with full opportunity for public review. Environ-
mental review will also be involved.

27. In some portions of the ponderosa pine forest an exceptionally thick understory
has developed which, according to BLM wildlife biologists, can be improved as
wildlife habitat through thinning or prescribed burns. New growth ponderosa
pine refers to seedlings and other young age classes that would be established
as part of the forest regeneration process. No specific criteria have been
established with regard to basal area or stems per acre.

28. We will implement an active carefully designed long-range program directed
toward managing, maintaining and protecting ponderosa pine forests and their
associated ecosystem. The specifics of management will be developed in plans
to be prepared for the Mt. Trumbull and Parashant areas.

29.  The forest management operations referred to may include: (1) selective thin-
ning necessary for the health, vigor, regeneration or biological diversity of the
area or beneficial to wildlife resources; (2) Disease and insect control; (3)
prescribed burns; (4) prescribed management of naturally occurring fires; (5)
reduction of fuels; (6) rehabilitation of burned areas, and; (7) salvage harvest in
burned areas and insect kill sites. The associated impacts will be addressed in
EAs associated with plans to be developed for the Mt. Trumbull and Parashant
Resource Conservation Areas. The focus of the proposed action is on forest
management for the enhancement of other uses. The referenced section on
impacts has been rewritten for clarification.

30. Visual resources are an integral consideration in management of the forests
because these areas are important public recreation areas, and aesthetics are a
key component of the back country recreation experience. Accordingly, be-
cause visual resource management classes have been designated, aesthetics
need to be factored into the consideration of treatment practices. Mitigation is
involved because multiple use requires diverse tradeoff considerations and
measures need to be established to ensure protection of the key resources or
values present.
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Page IV-SO  Paragraph number 3 (concerns 1-6)
QUESTION: Again the t e rm “ fores t  management . . .  of the Ponderosa
Pine” is used. The statement also implies that the “health of the
Ponderosa Pine is a management objective in Alternat ive NO. 2 -
- I S  this true?

Page IV-52 From Forestry
COMMENT: Agree with last sentence of this paragraph.

I 3 1 31.  Health of the ponderosa pine ecosystem is an objective of the forest manage-

ment program.

Page IV-53 From Special Designations
QUESTION: What are “lumber objectives .“? Can this definit ion be

I
3 2 32.  The term “lumber objectives”, as used in the draft RMP/EIS, means the objet-

included in the glossary portion of the RHP? tives  of accommodating full scale commercial oriented timber harvest opera-
tions to provide the nation’s need for lumber and the wide variety of purposesfor
which it can be used. This term has been deleted from  this document so the

GMZ ING UANACEHENT

C o n c e r n :

definition has not been put into the glossary.

Management of the Parashant Resource Conservation Area (RCA) as
proposed in Alternative 2. According to the RHP,  there are 135
l i v e s t o c k  permittees a n d  1 6 4  graning  a l l o t m e n t s  w i t h i n  t h e
District .

The Parashant RCA would be used, essential ly,  as an “emergency”
pasture where situations such as fire, vegetative treatment, or
rest of pastures  in other allotments is needed. With the l a r ge
number of allotments on the District, it is likely that one or more
of  these condit ions wi l l  exist  within the RHP area  continuously
through time. It  is  conceivable that the Parashant RCA could be
used continuously, without rest, for long periods of time. This is
not a desirable situation.

I t  a p p e a r s that USC of Alternat ive 3  wou ld preclude the
establishment of the Parashant RCA. According to the RRP,  Table
x1-2, P a g e  11-47, other values such as wildl i fe habitat,  and
recreation are also important uses o f  this RCA. Apparently,
grating by l ivestock is  considered plE  important use. Re do not
agree. This area could be managed as an RCA with these other uses
being of primary importance and not as a “release valve” for
livestock grazing that is supposedly managed under a comprehensive
grazing EIS and associated AUP’s.
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C o n c e r n :

Lack of comnitment  within the RXP  tbat existinq  Habitat Management
Plans (IMP’s) and current revisions o f  these plans be retained as
the guiding  documents in management of wildli fe within the RKP
framework.

T CDncern:

E
N

Lack of adequate documentation or references that desert bighorn
sheep (pria ~x&sDz& w)or pronghorn antelope (&ntiloca.orq
m) populations cooperatively (1961-1985) reestablished to
native historic ranges pose such an overpopulation threat to other
resources as to require the Bureau of Land Wanaqement to *adjust 33 33.
to the optimum” these species numbers without reference to the

The RMP makes no referencesto antelope or bighorn sheep numbers posing an

leqally  empowered agency (Arizona Came and Fish Department) through
overpopulation threat to other resources. Close cooperation between the Ari-

which these species numbers may be “adjusted to the optimum” only
after interagency  coordination.

C o n c e r n :

zona Game & Fish Department (AGFD) and BLM is essential to determine ana
manage for optimum numbers of wildlife since the AGFD has wildlife manage-
ment authority and BLM has the responsibility of managing the habit  on public
lands.

Lack of adequate documentation or reference that the bighorn sheep
or pronghorn  antelope numbers, referred to by reestablishment area
in the various NXP  documents, are now or were ever intended to be
maximum management numbers. Here they in fact minimum population
reestablishment thresholds from which to manage upward?

C o n c e r n :

The use of set population numbers for bighorn sheep and pronghorn
antelope populations in lieu of management for viable populations
based on habitat capabil ity and distribution.

C o n c e r n :

The use of the dates June 1 to November 1 for deferral of
disturbance factors for bighorn sheep lambing and lamb rear ing.
T h e  d a t e s  o f February 1 through September 1 would be more
appropriate for this area.

34 34.  The numbers identified in habitat management plans were not intended to be
maximum management numbers. Wildlife numbers identified in these plans are
typically short-term estimates of what would be required to establish, in the long
run, a viable population within a given habitat area.

35 35.  As per input from the Arizona Game & Fish Department, the dates for deferral of
disturbance factors for bighorn sheep lambing and rearing have been changed
to December 1 - May 31.
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we hope that our comments will be beneficial in Providing changes
which ve feel will enhance this document. Our concerns can be
incorporated while still meeting your objectives for multiple-use
management.

WC would like to thank you for the tine and effort evident in the
preparation of this Plan and also
involved in the process.

for our opportunity  to be

RL:DLW:GR

CC: Sam Spillier,  US Fish and WiA&ife  Service
Duane Shroufc, Arizona Oamc  and ?ish  Department

The ArizonaNatureConservancy
300 East University Bwlevarcl.Suite  230.Tucson.A~zonnS5705
(602)622-3861

G. William Lamb
District l'X3IMger
AriroM  Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

1s Nay, 1990

Dear nr. Lamb,

Thank  you for the OpgDrtunity  to wmmnt on your &aft
Resource  Management Plan for the Arizona Strip District. Our
ccmmante  are directed to the PdMgepent  of rate  and endanperd
plant and animal species, and of senaftive  natural amunities.
We are particularly concerned  with the aanageaent  of Area18  of
Critical Rnvironmntal Concern  and riparian  araas.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern:

we strongly support  the designation of the AcECc'a  Identified
in the preferred alternatjve  (AIt. 2) to protect aeumltive
species  and  habitats. However, the aanageatant  prascrlpticms
presented in Alt. 2 are not adequate to aamre.  tba prOteCtion  of
these  ar**,  and n recommen d implamenting the mre pmtective
managamant  prescriptions presented  In Alternative 3. Tba  &XC'S
represent the nest  important ecolwicd r~e~urcern Of the
district, and they occupy only a little  over 2 percent  of the
district's land. Clearly,  these  small  but imncrtant  an3aa
require the heat  protection possible.

In general, the abbreviated pmsantation  of ACRE
preecriptions  in tabular format, with  different  aspects  of the
ACFC’e  treated  in the text and in the SppenarX,  is Confusing  and
inadequate. The purpose of ACSC designation ie to provide  the
highest quality BLH reaourc%a  with  management.apecifically
tailored to the management  needs  af thcs0  meou- and to
perceived  threats to those rfmcurces. The RUP  lacks a discussion
of hov the proposed management prescriptims  for each ACEC  are
specifically related to the resources the ACEC’e  ara supposed to
protect. In several cases  the proposed manag0mmt  pr0sCriptiOns
are not eufficient  to protect those resourcea.

Those  ACEC's  that are identified for DIVtBCtiM  of SeJWitiVe
plants, Ft. ple!~e,  Marble Canyon, Johnson-Spring,  Lost Spring
Mtn., and Moonshine Ridge, should all be Closed  t0  mineral  ent=-V
and to surface occupancy. The single m0jOr  threat  to these  areas
is possible nxlniog  development, SO without closure to nLnera1
entry and surface occupancy designation of the ACEC’S  is
essentially  meaningless. Closure to mineral entry will not pose
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a major conflict with current mining interests because these
areas are almost completely free of mining claims, as indicated
by the mining claim map in the draft RMP. Lack of claims also
suggests that mineral reaouroea  of commercial value are unlikely
to exist in these areas, because the Strip has been well surveyed
for minerals.

All of the ACEC's should be closed to ORV access, with the
exception of existing roads, and no new road construction should
be permitted.

The Ft. Pierce  ACEC is identified to address problems of
soil erosion, and to ooordinate management of the federally
listed Pediocactus  silerf  across tbe Utah state line. The F?MP
states that 23,560 acres of severa  and critical erosion are found
in the araa. The  preferred alternative calls for only 9M)  acres
in the ACEC, and does not extend the ACEC  boundary up to the Utah
border. I suggest that the goals of the ACEC, as stated in the
RMP, call  for the boundaries to inolude  at least the 3,600 acres

<
identified in Alternative 3, and they should extend up to the
Utah line to connect with the special management area there for
the Siler Pincushion Cactus.

The Paris  Plateau ACEC, the only ACRE proposed in
Alternative 4. was found to be ineligible for ACEC designation,
as discussed in Appendix 6. it was found to bs ineligible for
ACEC statue, Paris Plateau should not be presented as an ACEC
alternative.

In both the Beaver Dam Slope and Virgin River ACECa  one of
the single biggest threats to the  resources being protected is
extensive, surface disturbing activities such ss gravel quarrying
or mining. In additfon to posting a Plan of Operation snd
performing mitigation activities. as you suggest in the RMP,
mining operators in these areas should be required to restore the
sites to original condition after completing mining activities,
as is required for temporary roads in these  areas. Rining
operators should be required to post a bond to guarantee that
these restoration activities are performed.

Nowhere in the RMP are the exact locations and boundaries of
the proposed ACECs described, and the map of special management
areas is of too small a scale to accurately show where the
boundaries are. I SuggWt  including a table that providea the

I
1

legal dW3criQtions of the ACSCs.

Threatened and Rndanqered Species:

The list of ssnsitive species considered in the RMP should
include the Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) which ray ba
found in the Ponderosa Pine forest of Mt. Trumbell,  as well as
Welsh's Milkweed (Asclepias uelshii)  which is known from sand 2
dunes on the Paria Plateau. Welsh's Milkweed is a federally
listed Threatened species.

05258 (continued)

1. Legal descriptions have not yet been developed for the special management
areas. Exact boundaries for the special management areas and the associated
legal descriptions will be developed during the preparation of management
plans specific to each of these areas. Approval of the plans will be subject to the
completion of an EA which will be available to the public for review.

2. The northern goshawk is listed in Appendix 12. Welsh’s milkweed has been
added to the list in Appendix 13.
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xn the list Of sensitive plant cpcoles  on the district on
~850c.  A-54 several Dlant.  nemee  are  incorrc~*l~ epslled. Tphe9B
hkvde:  Eaceliopeia  nudicrrulir Uaked-stem&d  &n--y,  Aeclepia.
cryptoce,  CtypLmit~  @iES&,  $r;lerocactus  api~&nt,
AnUrrhinum  kingjc,  F;rlaqinelIa, and  Alpine Spike Wxs.

We support  your plan t0 perform dwOQfaphfC  mOnibring  uf
populbtiuc BLructure  for aunsitive plenta  on the AcPc'e.
IiDuBVBr, a ~~linq  rrequqof thmthee  per year fat
d&oiled, tfme-amaming  work kuch aa this ia ptabably
ucr0alistic arkI3  llnr=ceasary. For Lang-lived  plants ati  be cacti
p~RiL~liion  a3mplinp  0n9c  per  year la avffiaient.

Mprf  an AxYiis  :.-

Uo strongly euppon  protrd&ive nenegenent of rivian areas.
particularly the V-in  River  AC&C  with its  nmmua  rare and
satls;iLLve species  of fish anU  plants. We strongly SuQQOrt  the
concept of a ask-etion  riperian mbnmgement erea at the
ounfluc-  of the leaver  nm Uash end Virgin River 6s you
deecribe in hlt~tive 3. We fealthetthe 8IH should  acQuixX
additional land in these  important amae  to provide more
rsrrrsieLent management  fnt  the  seneitive  riparian  ARd  nguatlc
habit&r.

ldr,  feel that riparian  arcw should be wre SttOnglg
unphesized  in the  RMP  dcle  to their dfaprpporLiO~tely  Ngh
rB6o"r(3(L  value- SQrae  v e r y  smell, isolated  inx3im SuCIl  W gnall
*creams and Bprirrg$ am h.SVe  significant rg6txXUe  VtiUei4  that may
need special  oenagemnt attention; for  Wmnple the  plant
Cclluissanfa exflie,  J wtiidatc for  lietinq. ia knbm  Ohty fror
am811  spri*-C8n  the Arizona Strip. A table  liElAng  the impOrtant
riparian habiteta  and their etatUB,  such Is w~~ttm?X  Or not they
have Imen inveatPried.  ere  they king  &tared, wMt 10 therr
tend,  etc., wou3.d be vx?zy  userti.

Grar  inq:

We  feel  th8t  gxxtfnq,  the most widwspm  lend use  on thts
distr.iCt, should  have been addrti?z  as a key issue in thie
RKDjElS. The two previous tlnaments dealing with grazing on the
Strip, the VernkilliOxl Grazing EIS (1909)  and  Shivwits Crasing EIS
(LrSO),  am  t-mu  twth nate  then  ten years old WM ere  out of date.
Ner inf0rmcW.i~ that ha3  developed in the lest  tan  years with
regaru to th0 effectivu*,as  Of the current graring  plane.
fmprvvhm>t  oc lack thereof in rarr~c.  candltioo,  and pb#tiCulerly
the relation-hip hctreen  grazing and throeMz&  and endangered
%pmles,  should be discussd  tn rnmplete the F&P.

3
3 . The corrections on spelling have been made.
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We found the maps very difficult tn read due to tbeit small
scale and lack Of landmarks. Thesemeps  couldbelmprwed
substantially by printing them at a larger scale, with a standard
topographic base map for background. They could thenbe included
in pockets at the bacJc, rather than bound into the document. The
vegetation map was  especially difficult to understand and lacks
any description of the mapping units. for example,  what La the

I
4

difference between "wasteland* and "barren lend"?

Thank you, once again, for opportunity to ccament on the
draft RMP. If I can be of further assistance, please feel free
to contact me.

Peter L. Warren
Public Lands Protection Planner

05258 (continued)

4. The maps are being redone to facilitate public understanding and utility.
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G R A N D  C A N Y O N  T R U S T

Dennis C u r t i s ,  Team Laader
Bureau o f  L a n d  Managcwnt
Arizona strip District
390 North  3050 East
St. Georqm,  Utah 84770

Her. ar. the official comments of the Grand Canyon
TN& on tha Draft Resource Mansguent  Plan for the
Arizona Strip District.

Thank you ".ry much for the extra tffort that you vent
to in providing us With information about tha District
and this Draft Plan. Also, the efforts that were made
by the District to assurP public input into this Plan,
including special meeting=, oprn houses, and the
.xtenrion  Of time for  comments *lx ruch appreciatad.

I hope that these comments and -tioru Will be
useful -- and used -- in tbm d.vrlo&m.nt of the final
RIP and decision. Please call  ma if you have any
questiona  or if you would like clarification of any of
these points. I would much prefer to take the time rims
to bm cmtain that rr have a full und~~tanding  which
will lead to the but decision, rather than have to try
to go back and fix mawthing  that is not quite right
just because we were not parract1y clear in uplainfng
an isme or r-ation.

Ue  did not ask our member8 or othmr  audiences to
undertaken a larga letter writing campaign  on this EGG'.
As ve explained, there. *re * lot  Of people who reel1
v.ry strongly about the Strip and making  mua3 that the
right kind of a plan is in plaw to guid. its
Mnagememt  . These -ts repr*sent~th.ir  viev8, ** I
think you kncu.

We look forward to working  with you to complete the
RUP,  and rare importantly, to
effective  irp1ucntation.

cc: E d  Norton
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5 The following comments and recommendations on the Draft Resource
Management Plan for the Arizona Strip District of the Bureau of
Iand  management are made on behalf of the Grand Canyon Trust, a
private non-profit organization advocating the responsible
conservation of the  natural resources of the Colorado Plateau. We
want to thank the District Manager, the RHP team, the staff of the
District and the members of the District Advisory Board Council who
have gone out of their way to seek public input in the development
of this land use plan.

The Arizona Strip is a remarkable and unique place. bade  up almost
entirely of public land, it is isolated physically from the rest
of the State of Arieona. It is a land surrounded by beautiful and
exceptional places, Grand Canyon National Park, Glen Canyon and
Lake Wead National Recreation areas, Zion National Park: and yet
the Strip is extraordinary in its own right. It is both rich and
little known culturally, historically and geologically. It is at
once stark and scenically splendid. But, most*importantly,  with
a minimum of paved highways and access points, it is wonderfully
remote with the special opportunity for experiencing both a sense
of adventure and a closeness to natural surroundings for those who
take the effort to go there. The draft resource Mnagement  Plan
shove an understanding of the importance of preserving the
remoteness that is the hallmark of the "Strip."  This position must
be maintained and fully defended in the final decision on this RMP.

RBCOBKfWDATIOR: Th*  overriding priority of *~remotenass~~ with the
opportunity for solitude and a sense of adventure as management
criteria  should be incorporated in all management direction within 1
the  lwP. This should be strengthened and affirmed as a statement
of general management direction.

1. One of the main objectives of the proposed RMP is to maintain the open space,
scenic character and remoteness of public lands. This objective stated on page
H-2. This objective is reflected in many of the proposed decisions, such as
recreation, visual resource management, off highway vehicle designations, and
the special reclamation stipulations found in Appendix 5.
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Arizona Strip RNP Comments - 2
Arizona Strip RMP  Comments - 3

SPECIAL LEGISLATIVE DESIGNATION

In fact, the opportunity to maintain and manage such a large and
significant contiguous block of public land in ways that protect
and enhance its remoteness requires greater recognition than is
possible in a Resource Management Plan. The public interest in the
Arizona Strip certainly supports national legislation creating
special recognition for this area.

Congress has already made manifest its interest in and concern for
the special management needs of the Arizona Strip. In 1984 the
legislative history of the bill that created wilderness on the
Strip, E.R.  4707, contains numerous references to the remarkable
natural values of the area, and repeatedly expresses an intent that
lands not designated as wilderness be given special management
attention to as-sure that these values are protected. The report
from the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs states.
*...Arizona  Strip lands have been cut off from access... and to

+
this day have remained very remote, wild, and largely unsettled.
With the exception of ranching, limited mining, and some tourism,
very little commercial activity took place prior to the recent
upswing in exploration for uranium resources. As a result, the
Arizona Strip abounds in the type of primitive, undeveloped and
unconfined terrainthat  are vell auitedto  wilderness drsiqnation.n

That Report goes on to comment on management needs for lands that
are not being included in specific wilderness proposals. For
UraZlPlC, relative to the Grand Wash  Cliffs proposal it says, “In
leaving these lands open for mineral exploration az~spcpofential
development the Couittee emphasizes that 1s an
environmentally sensitive area that should be unaged by the Bureau
of Iand Management to minimize adverse impacts on the current
remote and wild values.m

Iegislative designation, such as a National Conservation Area
should include both the Arizona Strip District of the BIJ4  and the
North Kaibab National Forest lying north of the Grand Canyon and
wholly contained within the Strip. It could also recognize the
essential integrity of the Arizona Strip with the adjoining Grand
Canyon and Glen Canyon and Lake Uead National Recreation areas and
provide for cooperative and mutually protective resource management
for these adjoining lands.

Legislation establishing an Arizona Strip National Conservation
Area is needed for several redsons. First, it recognizes the
unique  values of the area for outdoor recreation and establishes
a framework for protection of those values vithin a multiple use
and sustained yield context in the same way that was done for the
California Desert Conservation Area created in the Federal Land
Management and Policy Act. Second, it is needed to provide the
legislative direction and authority to manage mining on the public

lands properly. (This will be more fully discussed in the comments
on mining.) Third, in recognizing the importance of the values of
the Arizona Strip, it will encourage the management capability,
staffing, resource investment, and interagency cooperation required
to manage this important area. And, finally, it will establish a
more permanent and enduring intended management direction in law
than can be assured in simply a management plan.

Rl!CCUQUHDATION: Simultmeonsly  with complrtion of this RXP,  ELK
should initiete diwuseiolu with the Arizona Congressioael
aeleqdtfon dad other appropriate membera of Conqrwa  to effeiop
leqiml8tios which would provibe special dosiqnation for tbo  RrIsoma
strip. Both this plan and that leqislation 8hould  recogniso  urd
faoilitete the offs&he  management ceordimatioh betmemn different
lend aaaqing l ganciem ba6ed upon the importexit  neturel  resource
relatiomnhips acrow their adjoining boundaries.

The essential management approach of this RKP is to cateqorize  all
the lands on the Strip district into two  zones. The acreage
assigned to tbe two zonee,  *A" or "Be, and the locations of the
zones vary from alternative to alternative. Lands in zone “A*  are
managed under standard BU4  multiple use management criteria. Lands
in zone n BW are managed for multiple use under stricter criteria,
standards or special stipulations designed to provide additional
care or protection for their special values. These *A* and l B*
designations cut across the full range of resources and are in
addition to special designations such as ACEC’s  (Areas of Critical
Bnvironmental Concern), SRRA'S (Special Recreation Ranagement
Areas) , and the like. This is a useful management tool in
providing priority direction and emphasis tc field managers,
particularly since management resources are limited. It is
unfortunate, however, that such designations are not recognized in
regulatory authority and hence do not allow for additional
regulatory protection where it is needed. Consequently these zones
must be overlaid with other special designations where such
regulatory protection is required to assure the authority to
implement management decisions. This issue will be discussed under
our comments on mining where it is particularly important.

As described on page II-2 of the Draft RH'P,  "Area  B includes land
identified & the D&& and BUI as hdViI?g  unique resource values
and special management needs." In keeping with that definition and
the criteria for zone *B* areas that follows, there is no question
that all of the lands included in the "B" zone in alternative 3 as
shown on map II-2 should be included under that designation. They
would not have been identified by BLll  resource specialists or
public land user groups for such designation if they had not
contained special values. They comprise 895,000 dcres,
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Arizona Strip PMP Comments - 4

approximately 352 of the total area of the District. Since the
purpose of this designation is to include those areas which need
management esphasis, it sakes no sense to exclude lands which have
been identified as needing such  esphasis from the "B* designation.
Therefore the  final RMP  should include all the  lands in the  sBn
zone  which are included in Alternative 3.

NXWIQUNDATION: The Pinal  BJIP should include in the *Be soae  aI1
the uus shows in tbe rap II-P 06 page II-51 of the  Drsft Ryp,  2
totsllisg 895,000 aores. I

Of all the issues on the Arizona Strip District, mining - including
mineral development and related land disturbing activities, has

5
created the most controversy in recent years. The reason for this
is obvious. The impact of ongoing mineral activities in a remote
area can be significant while operations are underway,  but where
enforceable stabdards and  reguiresents for operations and more
importantly for rehabilitation upon conclusion of mining are
inadeguate  the ispacts  can be ovsrvhelming and  unfortunately
permanent. Such is the Case on the Arizona Strip as it is
elsewhere on public lands sanaged.by BIZ4.  This is true because of
the essential flaw6  in the anachronistic Hising Law  of 1872,
because of the failure of the Department of the Interior's rining
regulations to provide adequate controls or enforcesent provisions
even within the framework of the law, and because of BUl'a  policy
of reluctance to asa& adequate sanagement control over lining
activities on the lands for vhicb it is responsible. The
recommendations made in these comments will suggest ways to better
sanaqe the ispacts  of nining activity on other resources on the
Strip, and it is essential that these he included in the final WIP.
Nonetheless they are lisited  measures and a legislative action,
such  as the previously recommended National Conservation Area
designation, is needed to effect fully appropriate management of
mining on the public lauds of t&e Arizona Strip.

Fortunately, most of the recent rining activity on #a Arieona
Strip has involved breccia pipe uranium mining which has been
conducted to a Standard of operation and rehabilitation vell beyond
anything required by BI.H. It is interesting to note that the
company conducting these mining operations, Energy Fuels  Nuclear,
has implemented a higher standard of operation and reclasation at
exploratory sites and at sines that have been closed (Backs Canyon)
than have been required. Encouraged by the BLM managers on the
Strip District, in fact, EPN  has complied with Congressional
directives as contained in the previously mentioned Report on the
Arizona Strip Wilderness Act of 1984. That direction is clearly
stated, for example: "The Committee also understands that the
development of the mineral resources will mean construction of some

2. The "B" areas and associated guidelines were used to guide management
decisions. They are not designations with specific management prescriptions,
but the management decision in the RMP reflect these guidelines. The areas
managed under area “B”  guidelines has been expanded in the proposed RMP,
based on public comment. See text changes on page II-3 and Map II-I.
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new roads, powerlines, etc. 'Ihe  Committee strongly encourages the
BIN  to manage the development of these resources as sensitively as
practicable, balancing environmental and development concerns.
Developmental activities should be vieved au temporary, to be fully
reclaimed once the mineral resources are extracted. In this vay,
the impacts to the natural values the Committee has identified
within these lower cliffs will be minimized."

such compliance must not be left to chance. It would be both
unfair to a company like EFW and contrary to legislative direction
for BLJ4  to raguire less. There is no reason that these standards
cannot or should not be incorporated as requirements in this BHP.
The need for this is obvious. Huch of the opposition to additional
mining on the Arizona Strip exists because the concerned public has
no guarantees that the resources or values vith which they are
concerned will be protected! It is too much to ask them to accept
the good faith of future unknown BIB  managers or to be content that
future unknown mining companies will protect those resources out
of the goodness of their hearts. Now io the time to a6sure,
through required standards and performance criteria, the future
protection of the special public resources of the Arizona Strip.

Under existing BLU regulations no management oversight at all is
provided where mining oparations disturb less than 5 acreas,  except
where lands have been placed under certain special designation,
such as an ACEC. This is a problem that should be pointed out in
the RKP which should also recommend regulation changes to werccne
i t . Because of this regulatory problem simply placing lands in
zone nB* does not provide protection against impacts covering less
than 4 acre6. Consequently special designations will need to be
applied wherever the protection afforded by regulatory criteria and
management oversight are required. One such special designation,
the closure of an area to off road vehicle use, offers a very
logical  and appropriate way to address this issue. This will  be
discumed  in more detail under that heading.

An alternative to such designations which is often proposed vhere
limiting the impact from mining is essential, is the "withdravaln
of land from the operation of the mining laws. Unfortunately this
action by itself will not completely achieve its objective since
it only halts the filing of new mining claims, not the development
and  operation of valid existing claims. Since most of the lands
on the Strip are covered with existing claims, blanket vithdrawals
alone vi11  not be completely effective. It is importantthatthe
validity of existing claims not be simply conceded. In area6 where
mining should be precluded, rather than simply well managed,
vithdrawals make 6ense,  particularly if BlM will initiate validity
determinations in connection with any proposed plan of operations,
a process vbich ultimately can clear mining claims from an area.
Hovever such withdrawals must also be accompanied by special
designation6 which require an approved  plan Of OperatiOnS for any
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mining activity regardless of the acreage to be disturbed.

RBooNxBNDATxONr The aguidelinea~g  liated 88 mRacluation
atipul8tion8~ in Appendix 5 on p8ge A-13 of the Dr8ft DHP should
be met&m6 8* rmquirmments 884 applied u l pecifio l t8ad8rda lad
criteri8 rhicb wet be mat for apptored mining oprrrtion8 on thm
AriSOm8 Strip District. The  l forcuent of thee  rmguiraaenta
l hou14 k rrphmmixrd 18 gmmr81  airmotion  zor  m8nrg8nent unQsr the
plUL

Th.  ua.Of tha SDeOi81  dmSigll8tiOn  “ClO88d  to Off Rard Vmhicl8 USmS
is di8cumamd  undmr  the 0Rv herding. ID 8TO88  80 de8igll8tOd  S-i81
StipUl8tiOllS 8nd  aOnditiOtL8  Will 8pp1’l ilkOlUding  8 blanket
regUiruent  for plmnm of Opmr8tiOnS  regu4leaa  of the alar of the
-ilLiDg  8CtiVity.

The 8~“s  propoard for  Vithdrewd  in the RMP rithin epooirl

s
draignrtion 8rum  u1 biaeu88od  8nd reaonendationa  ube under the
l pmci81 deaiga8tion8 emotion of thia doouamnt. In those umu
propo8ed for TithdrrW81, undmr the rooomm8ndmd
prescr ipt ions,

MXI8gUUlt
the  StipIIl8tiO8  rmgUiriSg 08liditf U8miMtiOM

abould be incl~dod, wit& thm raquiraent  ttmt any plan of
oper8tions admitted  for rinizlg  8OtiTiw on 8 mining 0lri.m in thee.
Ue88  Will initi8tO 8 Vtiid.itr  d~furiMt+iOn  by  BI1I.

In keeping with tha priority of l mmotmneug thm decision not to
Upgrade any ro8d8  in the Strip ia excellent. The preaant n8in
route high quality gravel 8cceea  road8 provide 811 of the high
grade 8cceaa thatiomeded,  andthenetworkof  8econd8x-y  dirtand
gravel  roada 8ra  aora than Sufficient. fn f8Ct. Signif icant
number8 of thaae aacondaxy r(Mda,  particularly in the sBs zone  8re
not moded  for administr8tiva or public purpo8ea 8nd should ba
closed.

In the Zona "Aa are88  Vehicles should ba deeign8ted 88 alimitad  to
axiatlng roada 8nd  tr8i18". The ranagenant atr8tegy in Appendix
22 on page A-70 for thaw 8reaa Should be changed to mguire that
8 rap 8nd photos he prepared 8nd  raintained 80 th8t any increase
in the road or trail8 can  he respond83 to quickly. This monitoring
should ba required. Ongoing efforta  should ba rade to elininat8
any roada  that 8re not necessary.

All of the zone *Br 8re8a  should be designated ncloaed  to off road
vmlliclcs". Within these are86 811 ro8da  that are  needed for public
8nd  administrative access should be establinhed aa adeaignated road
corridoraa. This is 8 significant change from the recommendation
from the proposed designation in the plan *lfnitmd  to designated
roada  and traU8". It iS e8senti81  in Order provide for  8degU8tm

05-259 (continued)

3. The reclamation stipulations in Appendix 5 have been revised. However, requir-
ing all the stipulations in all circumstances is not practical because of the various
site specific conditions that may exist.

.
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managerent of mining operations. Under the current mining
regulations (3809.1-4-b-5) plans of operations for all mining
activitiee  are required in areas designated aa 'closed* to off-road
Vehicles. This does not prohibit designating road corridors
through these areas, nor does it prohibit the use of vehicles,
under pereite,  off those roads where properly allowed under e plan
of operations, or appropriate permission of the authorized officer.

over  the long tern this vi11 require a mapping and signing program
that combines information about the road system and the rules for
vehicle use with education about the importance of minisizing  the
impact from roads and vehicles and the value of remoteness.

It is appropriate to provide some small, carefully selected open
areas for off road vehicle play near conuauhities  where this kind
of use is in demand. The emphasis here is on ncarefully selected".
There appears to be a problem with the proposed open area near
rrodonia where it overlaps with the range of a sensitive plant
species (pediocactus). Obviously that would be an unacceptable
situation, hence the need to 6creen these ORV open use areas very
carefully. These ereas mnat be established with clear and
enforceable boundaries and with care regarding their impact on
adjacent areas.

mcommmaTxoB~ no mew roads  or ponuneat  road upgrad l 0aa be
allowed on the DiBtriot. &u -lrH mhould he dosignrtad  elbited
t o  existing rowI8  end  trails=. Area-B”  l houlll be dUi~t.Ut
eolow&*  to oft road vehioles vith designat&  road oorridors.
carefully meleeted open 0ltV  play u&8 sbeuld k l 8tablishmd with
nnmitivity  to on 8ito ud adjroent  rmsomroos neu aaunitir
wbuo  no0d.a.

The Draft RX9 does Dot propose changes in the livestock grazing
program from the present management approach vhich  MII developed
under the Grating EIS's completed oVer 10 years ago in 1979 and
1980. This is not appropriate since the RR9 alternatives inolude
dacisions vhich could affect, and probably should change, some
grazing management decisions. Unfortunately, this RUP does not
contain adequate information to evaluate and rake a full range of
recommendations. Therefore these comments  lnust be lirited to same
general proposals.

The background of the current grazing program' is important in
understanding these comments. The grazing EIS's were completed
over a decade ago and inplemented  during the early 1980's.  Two  key
factors influenced that implemntation. The first vas a
significant shift in range ranagenent  policy in BLR which reduced

4. Most “A” areas are included in the “limited to existing roads and trails” OHV
designation. Most “B”  areas are either closed to OHVs  or OHVs  are limited to
designated roads and trails. Closing all the ‘73” land to OHVswith  roads needed
for public use left open, would diier from the proposed RMP in that a mining plan
of operation would be required for any motorized OHV use. hflost areas with
special/sensitive resource values and steep canyon topography are included in
ACEC designations or are closed to OHVs.  Closing more areas would not be
justified.
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the agency~s on the ground oversight capability and placed great
emphasie on analyzing progress and future changes through
monitoring conditions. The new policy also shifted much of the
responsibility for  sonitoring to the ranchers themselves.
Secondly, rainfall in the early 1980's was significantly above
average and range conditions benefitted accordingly. Becent yearn
have beem exceptionally dry. however, and the limited evidence
available indicates enough range problees to cause concern. Many
ranchers are taking significant voluntary non-use, and others are
being encouraged to reduce numbers and alter turn outs.

There is scme evidence of ieprweeent in certain places. some!  of
the special riparian managenent  areas are listed as showing
improvement. The emphasis placed on riparian values in the RHP is
good, but it is not yet adequate. There is nothing in the RUP to
require that changes in allotment plans be made to eeet the
objectives established for these riparian areas. There are uany
springs, for example, that need to be added as areas to be given
special management protection for their riparian values. In eons
areas, such as the Paris Canyon there are indications that
ieproveeent ie taking place, but it ie elw, and in some places
such as the Wilson ranch area in the Lee's Ferry allotment there
are still real concerns about the impact of livestock uee. The
intent of the RHP is ee amraging, but it also indicates that a hard
look should be taken across the board at the grazing program &fore
it is given blanket approval as dire&ion for the future in this
RKP.

The drsstic reductions in the mule deer herds in the vetstern  part
of the strip say be an indication of a problem. So too couldbe
the limited success of the pronghorn antelope program. This lalP
should make a commitment for BLU to reviev the rangeland managerent
program jointly with the Arizona GaM aud Fish Department and to 5
adjust future grazing activities in accordance with the findings
of that review. That review should specifically look at the
opportunitiee  to optimize vildlife vater eed ripariae habitat in
connection vitb range vater projects throughout the Strip. There
have been some real benefits to wildlife from range vater
imprwement projects including wins developeent, wells,
vindaille, tanks and the like, but there is considerably greater
potential benefit that could be realized from such an effort
undertaken jointly by BIM with rancher  pemitees  and wildlife
interests.

The ieplicatione of tone .Be eanageeent  prescriptions and special
designation areas such as ACECgs etc.
not clear in the RMP.

on the grazing program are 6
Special designation areae will require I

implementation plans and these could affect grazing in those areas.
How this will relate to approved or developing alloteenteanagesent
plans is not clear in the EIS. This is a matter of sore concern
particularly since a significant majority of the allotments on the

5 . BLM  meets formerly with Stats Game and Fish officials at least once a year. In
these meetings, existing HMP are reviewed and discussed. There are objectives
in these HMPs  to provide habitat for specific numbers of animals. At the present
time, a special meeting to just discuss the mule deer problems is being consid-
ered.

6. Areas Aand Band associated guidelines were used to guide development of the
resource management alternatives. They are not special management areas or
designations, but were used to help ensure consistent management in specific
geographic areas. The implication to grazing will be restriction or mitigation on
road making, and new range management facilities. For example, no new
permanent roads would be allowed to build range facilities. Also, OHVwould be
limited to designated roads and trails or closed.
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Strip (94 out of 164) are in the q sea6on long" or "less  intensivea
management categories.

These iesuee  need to be addressed in the EfS. BIX 6hoUld co66it
to a complete review of Allotment Hanagement Plan6 at least
throughout the l B' zone wherever there are special de6ignation6 to
a66uIe  that the grazing syste6 and plan are consistent vith the
desired management and maintenance of the special resources in the
area.

RECOlOtBNDXTIOllSa The EXP  6hould provide criteri6 for, 6nd oO6mit
to the reVia  of all 6llotaeat m666gmnt  ~1668 in aon  'W'  66d
~peoirlde6ig66tiOn  6r666 OVer th6  D6Xt  five  ye6r6 rith 8djo6tment6 7
mado  66 aeedrd to 6666ge the  d68iqnrt6d  re8eurce6 in rcoordmc6
rith m6Ik6g6m66t  ObjeotiV66 for  th6B6  6r666. Thr ENP should alsO
r6quir6 66 iuodi6t6  6x4  p6riodio overall reviev of tb6 grrxinp
progren monitoring result6 66d  6ffirr  the oriterir rhioh requir6
Ob66ge6  in gr66ing m666g666mt 6yst6m6.  ?in6lly the RXP  should

-c
utrblimh  6 joint BUI - Arisone Game and Tish Department review of

c;
the  QOtMtiU  rildlif6 Uhh6BUUUlt OQQortPaiti68 through raagela6d

%
w8ter developlent inprovenentm.

The emph66is on managing outdoor recreation in keeping vith the
extraordinary values of remoteness and adventure to be found on the
Arizona Strip ie one of the highlight6 of thi6 RKP. In many way6
thin is the most difficult kind oi outdoor recreation to manage
oirply becapse ot it6 disper6ed nature end it6 values which require
a lees intrueiv6 form of managcrant than that in concentrated,
crowded recreation area6. One of the SW6t conmon concerns in
remote recreation man6gement  involves the protection of 6pecial
site6  and values irom  the impact  of thoughtless or carelens user6
who aiou6e or abu8e spatial  place6,  leave tra6h and litter, drive
elf  roads and the like. For this re66on  6ome would argue &gaiMt
identityins  certain 6pecial  place6 6ucb a6 archaeological sit66,
wildlife areas and the lik6  66 ACEC's  because that might attract
p6ople to those area6 and they would be degrad6d. Such argurento
are rarely valid. People do discover ouch places on their own and
without the special protection, public concern, and agency 6upport
for their management, interpretation and care damage c6n and will
occur often even vithout detection.

The el66ent that is mi6sing from the RHP is enough emphaSi6 on the
management capability and staffing level6 that are needed to
provide reasonable direction, nanagesent,  service, interpretation
and education for visitors in the area. This emphasis deserve6
great focus in the implementation plan for the RUP but the stage
needs to be set in this plan document itself. A sufficient staff

7. When the RMP is finalized, an implementation plan will be prepared. In this plan
all existing activity plans (AMPS, HMPs,  watershed plans, etc.) will be reviewed
and changes needed to bring these plans into conformance with the RMP
identified. Grazing allotmentsare reviewed on a planned schedule todetermine
if the objectives of the AMP are being met.
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of BU4 rangers whose primary job is visitor service and who have
full la0 enforcement authority is essential on the  Arizona Strip.
this  must be stated in the plan.

Another element that is not diecussed adequately in the plan is the
relationship between the kind of acce66 and facilities that vi11
be available on the Strip iteelf,  and the need for nore intermive
recreation centers, including 6uch things a6 campgrounds, full
service RV parks, motels, and appropriate guided tour and trip
facilities stressing trail oriented activities such a6 hike6,
mountain bikes, horseback riding, and jeep tour6 on designated
roads. Such facilitieo  developed on private land6 along the paved
highway, could support and at the aam time protect, the values of
the public land6 for dispersed recreation. There 6bould be a
diSCu66iOn Of thi6  potential end evid6nce Of it6 being di6~3.166ed
vitb local comrunitiea such as Ranab,  Predonia, Hurricane, and the
Ralbab Paiute Tribe who right 6ee the opportunity for
environmentally sensitive economic devalopment in providing such
facilities.

BATIOMI Piold  Vi6itOr SerViO6 1aW 6UfOrOe66nt n.6d~
relrtd to tb6  recrution  proqru  abould be di6aruaed in tBa PIP.
The  reguirment  for field lev  inforaaent  upability  mut b6
inoluded  under the Law l nfo-Et SWtiOB  O f  ti  -.  Tb  aa
for adjacent intaasire rrar68tioa 66volopm6nt8houldk  poiatti out
md mvidmnom proridod that this hu kan diacua80d uitb the
aejrooat -tioa. -6 de6erriag O f  8poia.l  euignation
6hould  not k dolatd boorru~  of  fur  of  vidtor  impaot  rututimg
fxam  th6t duignatioa, r8tbor rppropriata lrr616  o f  rmoruthn
mga.Slt  6hOll1d k idO&ifhd  Sd E.-d.

05259 (continued)

8 . Specific law enforcement needs to carry out the proposed RMP  will be identified
in the next step of our planning process, preparation of an implementation plan.
This type of detail is not generally included in an RMP.

As such area is proposed to be di6turbed under thi6 RHP for
vaterahed managemnt  ae for range management. Thus, it is a66umed
that on tBe6e  acrau  the objective6 are for ba8ic 6oil protection,
vater con6ervaticm,  erosion reduction, and vegetative  and wildlife
diversity and productivity rather than producing grams for
live6tock grazfng. Theme are valid objectives, particularly where
they contemplata returning land6 to condition6 that exi6t64 prior
to the int6m6ive  grasing and total fire protection practices which
probably have led to such things as nearly nterile  dense stand6 of
pinyon juniper forests on fonner gra68  predominant lands.
Unfortunately past vegetative manage6entpractic66  have frequently
been both unsuccessful and de6tructive of other value6 including
everything from 6oil stability to visual appearance.

At the pre6ent time BIM is con6idering its entire vegetative
management program and an RI8  on that program is under review.
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Therefore it is hard to judge what the impacts of the Arizona Strip
alternatives will be. Current usage of chemicals for killing
sagebrush, pinyon and juniper is experimental at best and the long
active life of such products on the mound is a cause for concern.
Prescribed burning raises issues oi smoke and visibility. The
tools that may be available to BIA and the freguency and intensity
of their use is not yet determined. On the Arizons Strip
vegetative manipulation should be undertaken with a maximum of
sensitivity to its potential impact, both short audlongtera  on
the special  values of remoteness and recreation that the arse
provideg. Special techniques that  are site specific and take
advantage of the right soils, aspects, and slopes such as Pinyon
Juniper pushing rather that chaining should be employed. A
commitment to criteria which would require this sensitivity in
planning and implementing vegetative manipulation projects should
bo included in the Rwp.

RXWRRRRDATION1 Include criteria for vegetative manipulation
projeot8, at luet in all .F cone areas, Which are seaeitive  to
site  l peoifio values, md vhich ue likely to be effective vithout 9
6emeging 8051s. n.edl.88ly ae&roying  v.getation or wildlife
hebitat,  harming l rcha.ologieal t..ourou, o r  kpriring  somio
v.1u.e or thm  sansm  of raotenamsi

It is obvious that a great deal of effort has gone into aaalyring
and proposing managerent prescriptions for rany of the spmzial  and
unique placee on the Arizona Strip in the preparation of this Draft
raP. In reviewing th.  document it is sometimes hard to determine
juet  hw thee. preecriptions vi11 apply .incr they ar. spread out
among two different table8 (11-l and X1-2) in different formats and
different categories. Aleo,  th.re use no clear deecription of what
an SItHA and an RCA are, and what the real differences are between ‘0
them. Generally speaking it appears #at except for the Paria I
Plateau there are only small  difference in size on a few areaa,  and
mineral withdrawals that differentiate AUK's between Alternative
2 and 3. Hanagement  under an RCA meems to differ from an SfMk only
in that it provide. less inteneive  recreation facilities and
management. Them are a number of small springs on th. Ariroha
Strip vhich deserve special designation and protection but which
are not included under any of the follwihg  areas. RedRockand

I
11

Riddle Spring are good examples. These deserve  special  attention
under the riparian habitat section of the RRP and must be
recognized and protected in connection with grazing, vatersbad
management and any laud disturbing activities.The following

9. Vegetation manipulation would be constrained by the various decisions in the
proposed plan. These proposals would also  be consistent with the Bureau’s
Programmatic EIS on Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands (1990).

10. Definitions for SRMA  and RCA have been added to the glossary tc facilitate
understanding.

11. Red Rock and Middle Spring, along with scme  350  other small springs and seeps
on the Arizona Strip, have been inventoried for their riparian resource values.
They have riparian areas ranging from a few square feet to several acres.
Consideration was given to ACEC designation on several of the more significant
springs, but they did not meet the relevance and importance guidelines for
designation.

Water rights on many of these springs are privately owned even though located
on public land. Management is complicated by this arrangement.

All wet areas meeting the definition of riparian areas are managed under the BLhf
and Arizona Riparian Management Policy. Although they do not have special
designation, they do have special  management attention. Improved manage-
ment is evident in many of these areas.
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12

recommendations are provided briefly for each of the areas
considered for special designations.

RBBTIOP6 t

pcavu D a m  8lODO  - migB8te  1, ACBC vith Alternative 3
prwariptiow. Blook up lands of better tortoi8r brbitat. bo not
dell  or relinquish any lands vithin tortoise habit&,  end  ii lands
are  uchmged  for publio purposes, the lands l aguired should  be
bottu  tortoise habit& than the  exuhangrd federal land*.  Proaeed
vith th.  120 &CrO  ri&IUi-  dmOB8tratiOB  UU.

i n  at  r  corriQnr
pre*criptEm,

- Designate as ACE with Alternative 3 ,3
including wild ma moenic river CZhsmifiC&iOB. I

attie  8laok x0- - a8ignrto  a8 afx+c  under Alternative 3
promriptioas. Develop U inteBSiVe  iXbtilYQrOt8tiOB  PrOqr- U 8OOB
u possible. I

14

Fort oioroq - Designate S,OOo  aore  uea  a8 an nCBC vith ~ltonmtive
2 uneguent  preecriptfone. I

15

mrblo  caavoa - bnigwto  is,soo  ear08  u aa ac2c with altunativo
3 nnag-t presariptionm exoept that low  niBt*B.BO.  on rous
and  umping at worlooks  oould  oontinue.  AOOOSB  vould b e  on
drmiqnatod roedm  onIy.

16

-a- - migwe ,7
17,000 wren  u AC2C@8withAlter~etivo  3 munguentprucriptioa8. I

3 uBmgu.nt  promoriptioris.

s - The  Ouia  Platomu i8 an utr8ordinuy  resourom es14
epeoirl  de8iqnmtion 8bould not be limited beomse we 80 not yet
Gully  know all  of tne values  it contains. In fact this l gues Ioor
the romt  protective oategory. OB the Puia  Pl&uu 166,600  aue8
should b dosignatod u an AC&C uithi8 a 227,000 aore EMMA under
Altenutive  3 premriptiolu. Proceed vith the vi16 end 8oenio
river duignation  for the Puie  niver. Improved  ungu  l rviou
ua needed. Coordinate the location,  8tationiag,  aad supervision
of rangor@ vith the Bru Kuub  Resouroe aru in Utah to proviao the
8oat l ffeotive wd l ffioientviaitor aorvioea for this  wperb uea.

puubant  Arrq  - Desigzmte 51,000 acres u M RCA under Utornntive
2 proeoriptiom. Proceed to introauw  the Iribab Squirrel. I)r
aortrin to remrve  the  grasimg for augency  8ituations at au*8
discretion only to k wed only if l ch grrsing will not dimtarb
or impact thr other valuer for  vhfoh the uu i8 UBagOd.

19

20

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

The proposed plan includes the Beaver Dam Slope ACEC which is primarily for
the protection of the desert tortoise. Closure to mineral entry, the primary
difference between Alternative 3 and the proposed alternative in the draft RMP/
EIS, is not incorporated as a stipulation in the proposed plan but the ACEC
designation does require mining exploration and exploration entities to file a
Plan of Operations with BLM for activities beyond casual use. This will help
ensure that activities are conducted in a manner that prevents undue or unnec-
essary degradation, provides protection of non-mineral resources and provides
for appropriate rehabilitation of disturbed areas.

The proposed plan calls for an 8,100-acre  ACEC in the Virgin River Corridor,
including further study for possible designation as a scenic and wild river, the
management prescriptions adopted are the same as the preferred aiternative in
the draft RMP/EIS rather than Alternative 3.

The proposed plan calls for a 200-acre  ACEC on the Little Black Mountain Site.
The management prescriptions adopted are the same as the preferred alterna-
tive in the draft RMP/EIS.  An intensive interpretation program is already under-
way and a fence has been constructed to restrict vehicle access and associated
damage to the site.

The proposed plan calls for a 9O!&cre Fort Pierce ACEC. The recommended
increase in size is considered inadvisable since  that would result in unnecessary
restrictions on multiple public uses. In addition, the majority of lands classified
as slightly saline soils would have off-highway vehicles limited to designated
roads and trails.

The proposed plan calls for a 10,700-acre  Marble Canyon ACEC with the same
management prescriptions shown in the preferred alternative of the draft RMP/
EIS. The additional acreage (4,800)  provided for in Alternative 3of the draft RMP/
EIS was for Pediocactus peeblesianus  var. fickeiseniae, a Category 1 special
status. Recent studies show that this cactus is more abundant than previously
thought so the expanded ACEC is not necessary. The 10,700-acres  originally
proposed for the Marble Canyon ACEC and the associated management pre-
scription and stipulations provide appropriate proteotion  for the listed Pedicac-
tus bradvi  which occurs in that area.

Johnson Spring, Lost Spring Mountain and Moonshine Ridge would all be
designated as ACECs  as part of the proposed plan, primarily for the protection
of cultural resources and endangered cacti. The ACECacreagesare 2,400,9,800
and 5,500 respectively or a total of 15,700 acres. Alternative 2 management
prescriptions were adopted which involve appropriate measures for the man-
agement of the areas and protection of the special resources which warranted
designation as ACECs.
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gt. Trambull m - Design&e  108,000 l cres as aa RCA undsr
xlterastive 2 prosariptions. Note,  horrvsr  the reaomwndations  in
this aoaumat  unasr Porut  ma Watershed mumgrunt  ma be certain
they  .r. spp1i.a. Also,  do pmviao  non-intrusive iatorprst8tion
opportunities for otiturai  sites in this arem a¶aa  em3fxraq-r
voluatrer iatmrost in thasr miter.

paab  Crwk  and Tri.bu~ - This  uw nerds to h raconddmrul
for Ac2c stetus,  psrtioulsrly in light of ths speoial 081~s~ aaa
reguirements for sped81  msmgeaeat  placed oa it by Conqress in
1984. It q?puS  that it WU drOppa  from AcSC COIda~~tiOn  in thO
Pyp  process  beoause it hss  Potential for ainoral ruourcu  ih
brraoia pipes. AS pointma out ih the  congrassional rope*,  well
uneged mining  rativity of that  type is not incansistsnt with
l -i81 rrnagrrrnt ma dOdgmti0n. Laok at the  H8ak  Canyon mine
8ito  rehsbilitstion. Therefore,  this  I1w should bm desiqnstsd et
l minimum ss sn RCA  under Altomatirs  2 prescriptions.

fl - Phoso Cwyons
aeservo  spsoirl dasignstion &us both to their remote rwrutioml
sttrmztiv<arss lad  u&urn oombinrtion  of soonory ana sauae water
SOUZW.. Therefore, they mbouia  m aesign=tOa u 19 11~~  undrr
qenerrl  Alternative 2 prmscriptiam.

-a Huh m - Conqress,  although it did not  put this
uu into  rildorneu, clearly directed tbrt it receive speaiel
management 8tteation. Thereform it shonlb bo aesiqnded  as 8x1  FS!a
under qemrsl Altornstive 2 prssoriptions.

i

21

22

18. The proposed plan calls for designation of both Witch Pool and Nampaweap as
ACECs.  The management prescriptions adopted are from the preferred alterna-
tive of the draft RMP/EIS.

19. See general response to public comments page V-7.

20. As per this recommendation, the proposed plan calls for the Parashant Area to
be designated and managed as an RCA Possible introduction of the Kaibab
Squirrel will be considered, but is an action which requires coordination with the
U.S. Park Service and the Arizona Game &Fish Department. The intent is to use
the area for livestock grazing only for emergency situations or when substantial
resource management benefits can be realized.

21.  Consistent with this recommendation, 108,000 acres in the Mt. Trumbull area
outside of the wilderness areas will be designated and managed as an RCA.

22.  See general response to public comments page V+3
23

23. See general response to public comments page V-7.

24

The Rwp recommenda tions for these resources are appropriate and
should be implementsd. The visual resource management class
designations by acreage for Alternative 3 should be followed and
implemented. Special attention should be paid to the lands that
form the scenic backdrop south of St. George and Hurricane. Proo
the Hurricane Cliffs vest to the Paiute/Beaver Dam Wilderness Area
lauds in this vievshed should be carefully managed to protect them
from visual scarring from vegetation management, surface soil
disturbance, unsightly corridor developments or construction
activities.

22CO!#HlSPDATIOP: PrOdfla  addition81  emphasis ih the  R K P  01
protecting the viewshod to the south of Bt. George. I 25

FOREST AND WOODLAND KANAGEHENT

24. We have reviewed the Southern Grand Wash Cliffsto determine if designation as
RCA is warranted. We recognize their value for back country recreation and
scenery as outlined in the House Report on the 1984Arizona  Wilderness Act. We
have concluded thatthese cliffs and canyonsdo not have important overlapping
resource values as defined for a RCA We are planning on limiting OHVactivity
in the Southern Grand Wash Cliffs and Hidden Canyon to designated roads and
trails to protect and maintain the scenic values and remoteness of the area.

25.  See change in Maps II-l, 11-2,  R-5,  11-12, and II-15

A commodity commercial timber production program is not appropriate
ou the Arizona Strip District. Although some limited amount of
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Change l i s t ing for desert tortoise from endangered to
threatened. This species was off icial ly l isted as Threatened on
April  2,  1990. Same changes also noted for Appendix 16 (Page
A-56, Appendix 28 (page A-77), Table IV-2 (Page N-19), and  in
the Summary of Impacts by  Alternative:
Biological Components (Page s-la).

Cumulative Impacts;

References:

Mollohan, Chery l , 1989. Wi ld  Turkey Habi ta t
Ar i zone

Requirements.
Game and Fish Department Draft Guidel ines ,

section. ~PP-
H a b i t a t  7

I

6. Corrections made, pages A-52 and A-72.

7. Reference added.

5
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communities is not discussed at all, nor is the potential impact
of increased heavy traffic transporting hazardous materiala across
public lands on the Strip.

5!sco.NKBNDATIoNr The section  on haurdoam  utuitia  in thb RJIP
l bould be expaadod to inaluae  all waato maaagment  and Pollution
preventfox iamu*a  4nd propoamd mctiona. A vast.
dimporrl/hrmudoua  utuial  iuvantory should be reguired aad
urmgumt  plan praprred  and  Implemented in oooperation vith tba
appropriate fderal,  atato  aad  local ageaafms. This doem  not hevo
to bm eomplotad  prior to finalisiag the  RNP,  but it must be
-ittea ta in the rot?.

The acquisition of 147,000 acres of State lands, primarily through
exchange is a sound proposal and should be implemented as soon as
possible. This exchange program is a tribute to both BI74 and the

c State of Arizona, and its positive effects on public land

c;
management at both levels are outstanding. The recommendation

P under Alternative 2 for the proposed airport at Perry Svalr is a
A gaod one. It has beeh expanded by the District Advisory Board

Council to require ae analysis of air transportation and
airport needs. This is exactly the right approach to take. The
Navajo Nation should be very much involved in that analysis.

~TIOK: Praooedviththo  147,000 aare St8k  Lund uahaaga.
Irplreut  the Advisory Coonail  noommeodation  01 the Airport at
rury  6va1e.

The reoeat management leadership of the Arizona Strip District has
been sensitive to the needs of adjacent public land agencies
including the National Park Service at Grand Canyon National Park
and Lake Kead  and Glen Canyon National Recreation Areas, the U.S.
Forest Service at the North Kaibab National Pore&.  and the State
Lands of the State of Arizona. This sensitivity has alao  exteaded
to the lands of the Kaibab Paiute Reservation and other adjacant
indlan reservations. Uany meetings have taken place between these
agencies and special vorking groups have been set up to coordinate
issues such as recreation management, prescribed burning, livestock
nanagement plans, and vildlife issues among other. The Draft RWP
does not document this level of coordination, nor does it reflect
involvement of these other agencies and entities in the planning
process. This must be corrected in the final PMP.  BUI  is required
by lav to consider these concerns as veil as the plane and concerns
of State and Local Government  agencies. If necessary further
consultation should take place to assure that these needs and

27

28

27. The hazardous materials program is primarily issue driven, responding to acci-
dents, abandonments or dumping of hazardous materials on public lands.

Additional responsibilities resulting from recent and proposed legislation and
regulations include:

a . Participation with the lands program in audits of all landfills to determine
compliance with federal and state solid waste regulations promulgated
under Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and
changes needed to comply with RCFUand  pending legislation for present
and future landfills.

b. Participation with the lands and soil, water and air programs in selecting
proper sites for future landfills before they are sold to users.

C . Evaluation of monitoring data, gathered by responsible parties, to assess
possible soil, water or air contamination.

d. Evaluation of actions on lands contiguous to the Arizona Strip for their
potential pollution effects on soil, water and air resources of the district.

e . Evaluation of plans which involve the continuous transport of large quanti-
ties of specific hazardous waste across the Arizona Strip or across water-
sheds which drain into the district.

1. Evaluation of all lands to be acquired, prior to acquisition, for possible
hazardous material sites. Ensuring cleanup of sites by responsible parties
before exchange.

g. Evaluation of plans for all actions on the Arizona Strip for any potential
hazardous material concerns.

28. See response 04-0302.
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concerns are expressed, understood and responded to: and the PxP
should document vhat the  District has done in this regard. If any
actions are reccssended in the Fiual  FWP voice are contrary to the 28(COnt-)
expressed interest of these other agencies or entities, the Blip
must explain why alternative choices are made. Because thm Arizona
Strip District borders significant BIX  managed lands in Utah, which
is administered under another State Office, similar coordination
should be taking place with the adjacent BUI  districts and areas.
The coordination that has taken place is not clear in the Draft
PHP. For exasple,  coordination is essential for proper recreation
management of the Paria Canyon area, and it is not clear that the
recommendation for a Pine Pockets Ranger Station is a joint
recommendation of the Mnab and Veraillion Resourw  Areas. ThiP
say be a reflection of the distance involved for the Vemillion
Resource Area people who are stationed in St. George. If th0 arm8

$
vere detached and located in Predonia  or Page they would be such
better placed for management and coordination purposes.

2
N YRcomcRYMTIOY  t Aesure 8nd dommnt  pros- ooneultation,

wordinatioa  rith, md oonsider8tion of the needs of adjaomnt
psblio hna u n a g i n g  8geaoies,  looal  aommasities and Indian
Reoorvations  in thr RXP.  Consider  the  dotaabnnt  of the Vmrmillion
Re8oorom  At0m offioe to Frmdouia'or  ?aqe  aa6 inoluam in tha  ULp
implsmntation  plan.

05259 (continued)
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Mr. G. William Lamb, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Lamb6

Ite: Arizona Strip District Draft Resource Banagcmcnt  Plan (Rw)
and Environmantal  Impact Statesent

-s The Arizona Game and Fish Department appreciates the effort put
forward bv the Bureau of Land Uanaaement  [BLH)  in the erewration
of the tii6Ona  Strip District Bi4B. The taat of ‘creating a
document of this scope and magnitude was obviously a difficult
one. Overall, w6 hali6va  that the Draft BHP ba6 reSulted  in a
thorough and comprehensive raviow  of alternative  management
direction6 for the Arisona  Strip.

We have provided SOY general COmnt6  and concerns beloe, and
our specific, page-referenoed comments  are listed in Attachment
1. We believe that thaae comments and tecosmeadations will
enhance this document, and we hope that they will be given due
consideration in preparation of the final RMP.

Although our Departsant  generally supports tbe managexent
direction outlined in Alternative 2 tthc  BLkl.6  preferred
alternative), w6 have major concerns rith 60~6 of the-specific
Mnagement  reo-ndations  contained in this alternative.
believe that a combination of management direction frE
Alternatives 2 and 3 should be considerad  a6 the best approach in
the final RMP.

Our DepartBent  is opposed to the COI66IMCial harvest of reanant
pOnd&roSa  pine stands on the Arizona Strfp. These limited area6
of ponderosa pine habitat serve as unique island refuge6 for
ponderosa pine-dependent species and those species which depend
on lsrge, old trees. We believe that any  short-term benefit6
from kmercial  harvest on the Arizona- Strip will b6 far
outweiqhed  bv the serious lona-term adverse imoacts  that this
management p;escription  would have on specie6 dependent  on the
ponderosa pine vegetation type.

Xr. G. William Lamb 2 May 21, 1990

Host of the wildlife work on the Strip District has been based on
Habitat  Management Plans (BMP's). Despite the importance of the
HW'S to all types of management activities, these plans are
hardly mentioned in the BHP. As we stated during the scoping
process for the IMP, we consider the AMP  Program, as it currently
exists, to be a valid program. Furthersore, we do not believe
the ItUP should, in any way, restrict or compromise the
implementation of these highly-valued planning documents. We
look forward to continued cooperation with the BLM on the
implementation of IIMP's, and we would like to see them
specifically referenced in the REIP.

The Arizona Game and Fish Department appreciates the opportunity
to review and comment on this BHP. We remain committed to
working closely with the BIJ4  in its efforts to improve management
of wildlife habitats throughout the Arizona Strip District. This
BMP  is a critical part of the overall planning process which will
ensure the success of balanced multiple-use resource management
on the Arizona Strip.

Sincerely, //

/?  -
DuaG& i;>- d-r.  .

hroufe
Director

DLS:DLW:lkl

cc: Arizona State Director, BLH, Phoenix, AZ
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ATTACHMENT 1.

SpeCif  ic CarPents

The following specific comments will follow the format in Table
11-l (Pages II-8 to 1X-38)  of the Draft RMP:

Issue/Resource: Land Resources
Change Asent-Ownership  Adjustments [Page II-g)-

We support paragraph 2 of Alternative 3 regarding retention of
desert tortoise habitat.

Issue/Resource: Mineral Resources
Change Agent-Leasfnq Cateqories (0  and G) (Pages II-2 and II-131

We support Alternative 32, but would add: No oil and gas leasing
on Category 1 desert tortoise habitat (map=-16).

Change Agent-Mining Law (Page 11-13)

It
We support Alternative 3, but would stipulate no exploration or
development on Category I desert tortoise habitat.

%
P Issue/Resource: Special Status Species

Change Agent-Animals (Paqe 11-19)

We support Alternative 3, with the following additions and
changes:

The Beaver Dam Slope has low to moderate mineral values, but
extremely high habitat values for desert tortoise. We recoaaend
closing the Beaver D a m  ACBC  ( P a g e  X1-39)  t o  a n y  m i n e r a l
exploration or leasing, to protect habitat for desert tortoise.
The development of existing mining claims should be prevented in
order  to  protect  tor to ise  habitat. No new road construction
should be allowed.

The Vfrgin River Corridor ACSC  (Page II-391 will be important to
the protection of three special category fishes, the woundfin
(~;@;~D:;~~s  ~r~~ti;~~;,us),  the Virgin spinedace @eDidOIO;fa

P Pi and the Virgin roundtai l  chub (G
robusta  seminuda).

We recommend closing this ACEC  to fluid mineral exploration and
leasing. In addition, no existing mining claims should be
developed. No new road construction should be allowed.

Issue/Resourcer Riparian Areas
Change Agent-Designations (Paqe  1X-21)

We support Alternative 3, with the Virgin River confluence area
as a Riparian Demonstration Area.

1
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Issue/Resource: Forest Woodland Resources
Change Aqent-Forests-Management Direction (Pages 11-21,  22 & 23)

We are strongly opposed to the authorization of commercial timber
harvest on any portion of the Strip District where remnant stands
of old-growth ponderosa pine still exist. We believe that the
minor amount of timber volume currently existing on the Strip
District, if harvested, would not justify the potential f o r
significant detrimental impacts to t h e wildlife wh ich  i s
dependent on this habitat type. The limited acres of ponderosa
pine on the ArizOna  Strip are unique and extremely valuable as
tsland refuges for species dependent on ponderoea  pine.

The potential impacts of the proposed tree harvesting are
underestimated in the BMP. We are especially concerned with the
lack of  adequate documentation in the RMP  re lat ing to  the
following items: 1) Sufficient -soil inventory and mapping data;
2) Silvicultural  stand exams which show that federally-mandated
commercial pine regeneration standards can be met; 3) Sufficient
wildlife inventories for special category speciesi  and 4) Identi-
fication of the boundaries of old-growth stands to be cut and
those to be retained. These items must be addressed before
harvest of ponderosa pine is permitted.

We believe that natural regeneration would not be adequate to
sustain commercial harvest and that cutting in these areas would
result in accelerated invasion of pinyon-juniper and eventual
type conversion. These areas of ponderosa pine should be managed
for wildlife, recreation, and visuals, not timber harvest.-

Furthermore, the ponderosa pine forest  on the Parashant  is
currently occupied by a small, but expanding Merriam’s turkey
population. The limited stands of ponderosa pine should be
primarily managed for the benefit of turkeys, which will benefit
other wildlife and recreational uses as well. Many current
timber practice5 are in direct conflict with management for
turkey roosting sites, and o t h e r cr i t ica l habitat areas
(Mollohan,  1989). Examples of management prescriptions which
would benefit turkeys are as follows:

1.

2 .

3 .

Roost trees should be protected and are usually the largest,
most dominant trees in the area. Large trees with relatively
open crowns  and  f la t  hor izonta l  branches  are preferred.
Preference should be given to established roosts.

Grazing should be limited in and adjacent to ponderosa stands
to avoid over-utilization of herbaceous vegetation which is
important to turkeys.

Nesting areas should emphasize stand character istics  with
uneven ages, including trees of Iv-12’  dbh, and multi-storied
stands with uneven tree distribution. Stands should have
moderate to heavy deciduous or conifer regeneration or shrub
densities, with uneven distribution.

1 .

1

The ponderosa pine forests are recognized as a unique and important compo-
nent of the public lands of the Arizona Strip District. In addition to providing
biological diversity, these limited areas of ponderosa pine are valuable habit
for a variety of wildlife. In recognition of such values, the forested areas have
been designated for management Category C which means that forest manage-
ment is for the enhancement of other uses rather than focused on commercial
forestry, timber management or timber harvest. This decision reflects the fact
that management not only needs to be directed to long-term maintenance and
protection of the forest ecosystem, but also to maintaining important associated
values such as wildlife habitat and recreation.

Theactive forest management plan intended does need to be carefully designed
and implemented forthe  reasons stated in the Arizona Game & Fish Department
(AGFD) comments as well as other multiple use considerations. The intent is to
develop, with  the assistance of a multi-interest advisory group, a forest manage-
ment program as part of an overall management plan for the Mt. Trumbull and
Parashant Resource Conservation Areas. Involvement by the AGFD in that effort
is basic, particularly because of the wildlife values involved and wildlife habitat
management and efforts to enhance habitat conditions are integral components
of this program. The recommended management prescriptions to benefii
turkeys, comments on reduction of ground fuel buildup and silvicultural treat-
ments and needed inventories are good examplesof considerationswhich need
to be incorporated into the development of plans for the Resource Conservation
Areas.

2



05-260 (continued)

4. We generally support Alternative 2, but any
plans should be careeully  coordinated with. _

timber management
the Arizona Game Iand  Prsn  Department. Ot special concern would be the over-

ambit ious ‘reduction of ground fire fuel buildup.’ T h i s
could reduce important cover, nesting habitat, and food
sources for turkeys and other  wildlife. Habitat improvement
f o r turkeys via silvicultural t r e a t m e n t should be
accomplished as wildlife improvement projects, rather than
through commercial timber sales. Because of the relatively
small magnitude of such projects, we believe that this would
be a better vehicle for accomplishing such goals.

Issue/Resource: Grazing Management
Change Agent-Management Direction (Page  II-251

Alternative 2 is the preferred management prescription (Page II-
471, but we oppose the use o f  the Parasbant as  a *relief
pasture’, under t h e specified guidelines in the RMP.
Conceivably, the Parashant could be subjected to grazing yearly
t o ‘relieve emergency situations in other allotments.* We are
especially concerned with grazing within or adjacent to the
ponderosa stands on the Parashant which could negatively impact
the expanding turkey population.

We encourage the update and revision of the Shivwits  Grazing EIS,
especially upon finalization of the RMP.

Forage competition with domestic livestock has been implicated as
one of  the factors  causing a  decl ine in tortoise numbers
throughout their range. We encourage the cessation of grazing on
Category I  desert tortoise  habitat , and suggest the priority
development of AMP’s  for other allotments where tortoise are
found to aid in the recovery of the species.

Issue/Resource: Wildlife Resources
Change Agent-Bighorn Sheer, and Antelope

The population numbers originally established in the EMP’s  for
antelope and bighorn sheep were fnteaded as minimum levels for
the reintroductions to be considered successful. These numbers
are now being treated as msximums. We recommend establishing an
objective range, such as 175-300 sheep on the Vermillion Cliffs.

Change Aqent-Changes in Kind of Livestock (Pages II-26 L  II-27L

W e support Alternative 2, b u t recommend deleting Dunlens
monitoring studies and research indicates a problem does not
exist.. There should be no change in kind of livestock actions,
except to remove domestic sheep f rom or adjacent to bighorn
sheep-occupied habitats.

1 (cont.)
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Issue/Resource: Fire Manaqement

The extensive "stands" of interior chaparral found on Black Rock
Mountain and the Virgin Mountains are largely old and decadent,
precluding wildlife movement and utilization. Chaparral is
recognized by ecologists as a "fire dependent' plant community
which responds to fire by rapidiy sprouting and recovering WithiS
a decade or two. Prescribed burns in these areas would open up
the chaparral and produce a diversification of forage species.
Fire is an important natural occurrence in chaparral plant
communities, which can dramatically improve range conditions.

We encourage prescribed burns and 'let burn. policies within most
chaparral vegetation on the Black Rock and Virgin Mountains.

Issue/Resource: Wild Free-Roaming Burros (Paqe 1X-25)

We recommend that all burros be intensively managed and/or
removed from areas not occupied by burros prior to 1971, from
Category I desert tortoise habitat, and those lands identified as
critical bighorn sheep habitat (e.g. lambing grounds), especially
on the Beaver Dam Slope and Grand Wash Cliffs, respectively.

Other specific comments or corrections are recommended or

-5
provided as follows:

k Issue/Resource: Wildlife Resources
-I Alternative 2, Lambing Activities (Page 11-27)

Lambing period should be changed from *June  1 - November 30" to 2
December 1 - Hay 31, inclusive. I

Impacts to Wildlife Resources from Mineral Resources and
Exploratibn and Development (Page IV-41) and Impacts to Ulneral
Resources from Special Status Animals and Other Wildlife
Resources (Paqe  IV-32)

We recommend that all mineral or oil and gas-exploration
activities also be restricted in cr i t ica l  ante lope habitat, 3
during the antelope fawning period from Harch 1 to June 30,
inclusive. I

Special Status Animal Species (Pages III-18 & 19)

Woundfin Minnow, Page 18,
change

first paragraph, second sentence - 4
"downstream to Lake Mead.  to "downstream to Mesquite,

Nevada m IL

Change .Virgin  River Roundtail Chub' to Virgin Roundtail Chub.
Also, this species is no longer a proposed species. It was 5
listed as Endangered on September 25, 1989. Same changes are
also noted for Appendix 16 (Page A-56), Appendix 28 (Page A-771,
and Table IV-2 (Page IV-g).

2. The dates have been changed. See text page D-27.

r

3. Crucial pronghorn antelope habitat on the Arizona Strip has not been delineated.
Fawning areas and seasonal herd movements are generally defined. Stipula-
tions to mitigate impacts to antelope would be developed during the EA review
process for Plans of Operation and Applications for Permit to Drill.

4. Corrections made, page 111-16.

5. Corrections made, pages A-52 and A-72.

4
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Change l i s t ing for desert tortoise from endangered to
threatened. This species was off icial ly l isted as Threatened on
April  2,  1990. Same changes also noted for Appendix 16 (Page
A-56, Appendix 28 (page A-77), Table IV-2 (Page N-19), and  in
the Summary of Impacts by  Alternative:
Biological Components (Page s-la).

Cumulative Impacts;

References:

Mollohan, Chery l , 1989. Wi ld  Turkey Habi ta t
Ar i zone

Requirements.
Game and Fish Department Draft Guidel ines ,

section. ~PP-
H a b i t a t  7

I

6. Corrections made, pages A-52 and A-72.

7. Reference added.

5



0 5 2 6 1

nay  11,  1 9 9 0

0 5 2 6 2

war  10, 1990

Lwnnir  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land llanagcmcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050 East
S t .  George,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

n r . Curt is :

I am prratlr  concerned every  row  desire  to remove  much of the
land fran  the Arizona Str ip and  place i t  into  wi lderness. This
region needs to provide for the needs of  many. To sacrif ice these
ualuable  resources  in the name of Lremoteness  recreation’  is  vary

c short r ighted.

CL

$
The Resource Hanagement  Plan l wrwnphrsizes the  need  for ‘temote-
l-I*SS- which it  defines as “rrcr*ation  l xp*ri*nce opportunities in
backcountry, natural -appearing sett ings. . ELM  feels  apparently,
that i t must impose further restr ict ions on mu1  tiple “SC to
pl-,Scl-“c the rcmotc character of the Strip. It p r o p o s e r  t o
crcatc  seueral  new special managcmcnt  areas to do so. Lo&in9  a t
the Str ip  in  a regional  context,  however,  addit ional  restr ict ions
are  unnecessary and inappropriate.

W e cannot continue in this fashion and contiunc t o  g i v e in to
these ‘ r i c h ’ environmental ists. You need to 1  isten  to the needs
of the major i ty. I feel  that adopting alternative 4 is our only
choi  cc.

Thank  y o u ,

Mr.  Dennis Curtis
Svrcw  of Land k”aQ*.W”t
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3.50 E
St.  ShSrQc,  fl  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Ur.  Curtirr

1  hauc recently reviewed  the Resource m7&QWWnt  Plan draft
for  the  *izona  Str ip . Of the alternatives listed. a4 se*ms  to
be  the most rrrsonable  solution.

W  are fortunate to haue unique breccir  pipe mineral deposits
within the Strip which, durinp  the past dacadc. have  Yielded a
major Portia,  of the nation’s uranium product#on. 1  t has been
proven that the Strip’s uranium ~csc~vcs  can be dcucloped  without
harming other Important resources.

The mlnlng  af this mineral has caused a great  growth in our
.I-... If recess  were to be t&en  UILY  frcn  this resource, there
would not bm l nplormnt oppatuniter for  there new  people end
they would have  to relocate. Not o”lY  would  this be a hardship.
but It would be next to impossible to sell  their  homes in such Ln
ecOnomicallY  depressed area.

The BIN  should promote the deueloPment  of important “atural
resowces on  public Ia’ds. The mult ip le use  of  this  publ ic
1-d  has been a good thinp.  Uhy  chanw  that? This  area  has been
wdoycd  bY  many, and  that  isn’t  ~01”~  to chmQe  unless we  maYe  i t
inacceslble  to the people by 1OCkinQ  it up into UilderneSs  area.
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May 18.  1990

Dennis  Curtls
Bureau  of Land tlanag.m.nt
Arizona Strop  District
390 North 3050 East
S t .  George,  UT 84770

Dear  Hr .  Cur t is :

In th .  Resourc.  flanqcment  Plan draft  I  f.el  that  YOU hav.
fai led to includ.  th. nerds  of thos.  who hav.  d.p.nd.d upon th.
r.$ourc.s  of  the Arizona Strip for a gr.at  numb.r  Of  1.aP1.

Maintaining coopcrat  i vc rrlrtions  and programs ui th I and
“,.I-. should b. a d is t r ic t  obitctiuc. Thts  is a ccmmendabl  l
obj.ctiu. bcausc  i t  i s  th .  P..OUPC.  us.rs  who provld. both the
tool.  and financ..  for  In.n.p.m.nt. Her.  .mphaais  should b. given
to th.#r  role and mar.  prloritr  p1.c.d  on k..pinp  th.m  invo1u.d.

tlany O f t h .  us.rs o f  th .  S t r ip hav. b..n 1nuolu.d  i n
PCSOWCC  use  aI1  th.ir  1iu.s. Th.ir  d.9ir.s  and n..dr  should b.
rcvicwcd  a n d  considcrrd  IIWP.  thoroughly. T h .  pr.f.rr.d  altrrna-
tiuc pr.s.ntlv  dlscWPQ*s  tradit ional  r0l.s  by Placing r*etr,c-
tions on c-n  practices. Thcr.  m.)r  b .  sari.  chang.s  n..d.d  i n
the d is t r ic t , but  th.  u,.P,  n..d  to b.  mar.  fully taken into
account. Af  t.r such an *xamlnat  Ion, I am sur.  that  YOU  ~111
r.alir.  that  altcrnrtiu.  4, with modifications allauing  for mUl-
tipl*  us*, IS  the preferred m&nagenrnt  method. ’

Mr. D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Manag.mcnt
6razona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 N 3050 E
St.  George, UT 84770

hat-  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I  be1  I.“.  that those who have  deu.1op.d  the natural  r.so”rc.s  on
the  Arizona  S t r i p  haue d o n e  n o t h i n g  b u t  malt.  improvements to this
*Pea. Great  emphas is  has  been  p l a c e d  o n  r e c l a i m i n g  the  land
a f t e r  m i n i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  have  been  c a r r i e d  o u t . L i v e s t o c k  p r o d u -
cers  pioneered  the  area  a n d  d e v e l o p e d  water  a n d  made  fencer  t o
c o n t r o l  u s e  o f  g r a z i n g .

I f  th is  arca  i s  allowed  to become wild.rn.ss,  many p.opl.  w i l l
suffer. W i t h o u t  t h i s  type  o f  water  development,  the l a n d
w o u l d  become UCFY  much  a deser t  w i th  very  few  k i n d s  o f  large  game
an ima ls  d ispersed  th roughout  the  a rea . J o b s  w i l l  b e  l o s t .
stock p r o d u c e r s  w i l l  be forced  to thin davn  th.ir  hoards,

Liuc-

may be forod  o u t  o+ the  b u s i n e s s  al  t0Q.th.r.
or  they

And what wi l l  be the  result  of  al  1  this? fi vast  desert  arca  that
no on* wants to use, not l v*n for remoteness  recreation. Consi-
dcr  wha t  the  consequences  wou ld  br before  mak ing  any  f ina l  dec i -
s ions . 1  suppor t  a l t e rna t i ve  4  w i th  conscssionr  made  to
c o n t i n u e  m u l t i p l e  u s e  o f  t h e  A r i z o n a  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t .

I  a l s o  t-cc-end  that  Lopan  md  T r u m b u l l ,  Parashant  and  B lack
Rock Mountains, woodland areas ,  a n d  areas  n o w  und’er  1 ivcstock
permits be managed for tlultiple  Use. RCA’s ,  StiRA’s,  and other
res t r i c t ions  to  Mu l t ip le  Use  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  e m p l o y e d .

Thank Y O U ,



05265

Mar 18, 1990

0 5 2 6 6

May 18, 1990

Mr. Dennis  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land tlanagemrnt
Arizona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT a 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I am concerned that thQrQ  seems to bc  a trend  of taking much
o f  o u r  productiuc  l a n d , a n d  ticlng  i t  u p  i n t o  wildercss. A great
deal  o f study muQt  bQ  undertaken before  such a change  i s n&de.
Sett ing aside this land is not always the beat approach to a
d i f f i c u l t  s i t u a t i o n . WildQrnQss  dQ.signation  i s  n o t  alwars  i n  t h e
best  intQrQst  o f  thQ  Disrict  o r  i t s  i n h a b i t a n t s .

The  Resourcr  ManagQmQnt  P l a n  d r a f t  sccrns  t o  oucrempasizr  the
need f o r IllOl-Q wi 1 dcrness area.. W i t h s u c h  a n Qmphari  s on
rcmotcness, wildlife  may suffer. ThQ  A r i z o n a  S t r i p  prauidQs  OnlY
IImitQd  habitat without water and range improueacnts. Without
deuelOpQd  trnks  a n d  guzzlers, fQw  animals could suruiuQ  thQ  harsh
condi  t i ons. Roads and trai ls nQed  to be maintained and pQrhaps
a t  timQs  opQnQd  t o  a l l o w  access  f o r  manaQQmQnt  1CtiVitiQs.

WQ nerd t o  k e e p  these  l a n d s  open  for  the  g o o d  o f all. I
fQQ1 that adapting alternatiuc  4 and making alterations in i t
al lowing Logan and  Trumbul l , Parashant a n d  Black Rock Mountins,
wood1 and arcar, and arias  now UndQr  l ivestock pQrmits  t o rrnai  n
m u l t i p l e  u*Q arCas. T h i s  i s  the  way for us to ‘receive the  best
o v e r a l l  usQ  o f  thQ  A r i z o n a  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t .

Thank-you,

Mr. Dennis  C u r t i s
BUrQaU  o f  L a n d  ManagQnQnt
Arizona str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St.  George, UT 84770

D e w  M r .  C u r t i s :

Af  tcr  reading thQ  draft of thQ  RQsOurCQ  MmagQment  PI  an /Or
the Ar izona Str ip  Distr ict , I  am  deeply concerned about our
future in this  area. I fQQ1  t h a t  AltQrnativQs  2  dr  3  arQ  UnrQal-
istic. ThQ  Parashant  aria  should not bc dQrlpnrtQd  a RCA 15 YOU
suggest in Al tQrnat  iv* 2, o r  a SRW  as  i s  prOpOSQd  i n  AlternatiVQ
3. The prOpOsQd  manrgQmQnt  prQSCriptiOns  such as  no nQw  pQrma-
nQnt  grazing permits  or no nQw  permanent roads or InprOUQd  aCCQSE
arQ  not consistent  with  mult ip le  USQ  nanagcmcnt. AftQr  thQ
rQViQW  pQriOd, I  hopQ t h a t  the  BLtl  fQQls  t h a t  Al  tQrnativQ  4
should bQ  selected.

I  want opportunitiQs  for jobs for ny  chi ldren and I  want to
remain in my bane. Without  th is ,  W C  Cannot exist in this area.
I  d o n ’ t  fQQ1  t h a t  QouQrnmQnt  s h o u l d  haVQ  the  r i g h t  t o  jQOpardiZQ

my  j o b  and  t h e  priuilcge of supporting nw  family.

WQ  neQd  mUltiplQ  us,  of our lands. WQ  nacd  to dQvQlop  our
rQsourcQs  and  t o  providQ  a n  Qconanic  base  f o r  t h i s  arCa. If WC
continually lock up our lands, thQn  W Q  Cannot  dQu.Qlop  o u r  rQsOUr-
CCS. I  support Altcrnativc  4.
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Mar 15,  1990

M r . D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Management
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
3 9 0  N o r t h  3 0 5 0  E a s t
St. G e o r g e ,  U T 84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I  have  read  w i th  g rea t  in te res t  the  Resource  flanagement  Plan
dra f t  fo r  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip . One of  the  few statements  yo” make
in  th is  d r a f t  t h a t  I  a g r e e  w i t h  i s “The populat ion  which  res ides

w i t h i n  o r  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e  d i s t r i c t  belieues  that  l c o n a n i c  deucl-
opment is needed. T h i s  develpment, i t  i s  percciued,  w o u l d  t e n d
to  s tab i l i ze  employment  and  inc rease  incaae. T o  t h i s  e n d ,  t h e r e

s
appears  to  be  w idespread  loca l  suppor t  fo r  inc reased  ac t i v i t i es
r e l a t e d  t o  m a n u f a c t u r i n g ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  a n d  m i n i n g . ”  ( p a g e  I I I -
40)

I  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  p e o p l e  w o u l d  a g r e e  w i t h  t h i s
statement . However, I  don ’ t  f ee l  tha t  the  MP e m p h a s i z e s  e n o u g h
the  need  fo r  fu tu re  deve lopment  on  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip . The
l concmic wellbeing of the local comaunities  is tenuous at best.
Don’t make a bad situation worse by locking us out of our own
1 ands.

For  example , the following areas should be managed for
Mult iple  Use  and P laced in  Area  CI  - Ca tegory  A: Un i kare  t ( Logan
and T r u m b u l l ) , Pararhrnt  and Black Rock Wountainr,  woodland
meas, and  a reas  now under  l i ves tock  permi ts . I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e
Paris  P la teau  shou ld  be  managed  fo r  Mu l t ip le  Use . ACEC and SRM
d e s i g n a t i o n s  a r e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  a s  i t  w o u l d  e s s e n t i a l l y  p u t  a
buf fe r  aga ins t  the  ex is t ing  w i lde rness  resu l t ing  in  de fac to

wi 1 dcrness. Such areas  haue  a l ready  been  e l imina ted  f ra  s tudy ,
and  the  actual w i l d e r n e s s ,  ui t h  n o  b u f f e r s ,  h a s  b e e n  a p p r o v e d  b y
congress.

I  fee l  that  A l ternat ive  4  is  the  only  f eas ib le  approach  to
the  management of  the  D is t r i c t . Concessions should be made to
e m p h a s i z e  m u l t i p l e  u s e  o f  o u r  pub1  i c  l ands . Let’s keep them open
for  the  use  o f  the  peop le .

Mar  17 ,  1990

D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Management
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390  Nor th  3050  East
S t .  George ,  LiT  84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

No  one  knows  wha t  the  fu tu re  ho lds  in  s to re . we can
under take  s tud ies  and  look  a t  pas t  t rends ,  bu t  as  o f  ye t ,  no
one  has  been  ab le  to  ac tua l l y  know  w h a t  l i e s  i n  s t o r e  f o r  u s  i n
the  fu ture .

Because  of  th is , we at-e t o l d  t o  p l a n  a h e a d . Save  f o r  .
ra iny  day . That  is  what  has  taken  p lace  on  the  Ar izona  St r ip .
I f  a l te rna t ives  2  o r  3  a re  adopted  .from t h e  R M P  d r a f t ,  a l l  t h i s
p l a n n i n g  a n d  p r e p a r a t i o n  w i l l  h a v e  b e e n  In v a i n . Negat ive
impac ts  w i l l  a r i se  by  us ing  the  res t r i c t i ve  ac t ions  ca l l ed  fo r  in
the FUIP. A n e e d  f o r  deuelopment  o r  a c t i o n  m a y  s u r f a c e  i n  t h e
fu tu re  tha t  i s  beyond  our v iew a t  th is  po in t  o f  t ime . I f  o u r
hands  a re  t i ed  now, we IMY  no t  be  ab le  to  meet  our  fu tu re  needs .

Be fore  these  ac t ions  can  occur , they must go through the
pub1  i c process. I  am aga inst  these  rcstrictiue  ac t ions  and  am
mak ing  mr  o p i n i o n  h e a r d . I  be l i eve  the  a l te rna t ive  4  i s  the
lea8t  r e s t r i c t i v e , a n d  I  a m  i n  s u p p o r t  o f  a d o p t i n g  i t .

I  a l so  be l i eve  the  Paris  P l a t e a u s  a n d  C a n y o n s  s h o u l d  n o t  b e
designated an ACEC as rccomsendcd  in filternatives  3 and 4. The
Paris  a l ready  conta ins  a  w i lderness  a rea . Propos.ed  prescr  i p t i ons
such as closing the Plateau and canyons to mineral locat  ion and
w o o d l a n d  p r o d u c t  s a l e s  o r  d e s i g n a t i n g  t h e  Paris  R i v e r  a  w i l d  a n d
scenic  riuer  at-*  unnecessary . P r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  a r e a ’ s  v a r i o u s
urlues  could be accanplishcd  just as l ffectiuey by less rrstric-
t ive  management  p rescr ip t ions .

Thank YOU,

liAd+i/@d
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D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Manageme”  t
FIr izona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT  8 4 7 7 0

D e a r  H r .  C u r t i s :

I  feel  t h a t  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  t h a t  W C  manage o u r  pub1  i c  lands  i n  a
manner  w h i c h  r e c o g n i z e s  t h e  n a t i o n ’ s  nred  f o r  dcmestic  sourCQs o f
rnrrgr,  minera ls , and  l i ves tock  products . The Iocal  a n d  regional
l conomi c stat* 1 l nds

T

is great ly  a f fec ted  by  the  way  o u r  publ!c
.I-*  managqd.

The Resource  flrnagemrnt  P lan  draft.  fo r  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip  i s  no t
i n  harmony w i t h  t h i s  ide&. The BLM seems to  fee l  tha t  w i lderness
mlnagcmcnt  i s m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  m u l t i p l e  use m a n a g e m e n t  .  I
hope that Y O U wi l l  l i s ten  to  the  vo ice  o f the pcopl e btf  ore
changes .rt made  tha t  cou ld  have  a  devasta t ing e f f e c t  o n the
comnuni t i c s  s u r r o u n d i n g  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip .

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  areas  s h o u l d  be  managed  fo r  Mu l t ip le  Use  a n d  placed
i n  Arca A - CatrfgorY  A, Uinkarct  ( L o g a n  a n d  T r u m b u l l ) ,  Parashant
and  B lack  Rock  Mounta ins , wood1  and areas, and l r.as “au under
I  i vcrtock permi ts . I n  a d d i t i o n , the  Paris  P I  ateau s h o u l d  be
managed f o r  Mu1  tipls  Use. ACEC and SRt42  d e s i g n a t i o n s  are  inap-
propr  i at* as they would l ssenti&llr put a buf fer against the
e x i s t i n g  w i l d e r n e s s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  defacto  w i lderness .

Al tcrnativc 4 comes c loses t  to  represent ing  the  p re fe rences  and
CO”CCP”S o f  l o c a l  indiuiduals  and  companies . I t  w o u l d  c o n t i n u e
t o al low “SP of  our  na tu ra l rescwvces through multiple “SC
management.

Mr. D e n n i s  Curtls
Bureau of Land Management
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390  Nor th  3050  East
St .  Gror~c,  UT 84770

Dear  Ur.  Curt,s:

I agree w i th Governor Bangertcr’s statement c o n c e r n i n g
env i ronmenta l  po l i cy . Hc  s a i d , ‘The  bes t  env i ronmenta l i s ts  a re
those w h o  hrvc I  iued  o n  t h r  Iand. Thcr  have  m a d e t h e 1  and
p r o d u c e  a n d  preserved  i t  f o r  f u t u r e  g e n e r a t i o n s . ’ It  seems that
the l nuiranental irts tha t  a re  pu t t ing  the  must  p ressure  on f o r
remoteness management &t-e  wry  scl  f i sh. They  want  th is  land  all
t o  themeelucs.

O u r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o the land  is  to  make  improvements . W,  have
Set" these  improvements  made o n  the  Arizona  S t r i p . Watershed%,
f*ncing, a n d  r o a d s  have  b e e n  d e v e l o p e d  a n d  a” area  that seemed
a lmost deso la te  has  ‘blosrcmcd  1  i kc  a  rose . ’  I  have reviewed  a
copr  o f  the  Resource  Management  P lan  dra f t  fo r  the  Ar i zona  S t r lp .
Give us  the o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c o n t i n u e  using  t h i s  p u b l i c  l a n d . For
example, the Paris  P la teaus  and  Canyons  shou ld  no t  be  des igna ted
an A C E C  as recommended in PI1  tcrnrtives  3 a n d  4 . The Plria
alrtadr  con ta ins  L  wlldtrntsr  arta. Proposed prescripttons  such
*s c l o s i n g th t P la teaus  and  Canyons  to  minera l 1 ocrt  i on and
w o o d l a n d  p r o d u c t  s a l e s  o r  d e s i g n a t i n g  the  Paris  R i v e r  a  w i l d and
sctn  i  c river  w o u l d  only  rtsult  i n  crcrting  a b u f f t r  zont around
the  wi ldtrncss  arta.

I supper  t filternative  4  w i th  the  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  Paris Platcrus
and Canyons 1s an ACEC.
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Dennis  Curtls
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona  Strip  D i s t r i c t
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St.  George, Utah 84770

Ocar  Mr .  Cur t i s :

Af tcr reading through the Resource M&nagement  Plan  draft  for  the
Ar i rona S t r i p  District, I am Qware  that  addit ional  restr ict ions
are  unnecessar  i 1 y being rcqucsted. Care of special  status spe-
tics is mandated  b y  ‘highQr” regulations than the. R+lP. There
needs to bc no furthQr  provIsions  to protect an item of CO”CCl-”

5
when  thrrc  is already mandated rcquircmcntr. This seems to be a

iii
SurrogatQ  t o  n o t  o n l y  protect  saethinp  specific. but to exclude
various uses of  thrs Qrea.

P
The Paria  Plateaus and Canronr  should not be dQsignatQd  an WEC
as rQCcmnQndQd i n Al  tcrnrt  Ives  3 and 4. The Parir alr,rdy
contains Wi IdQrnQSS arCa. Closing  the  PlQtQau  a n d  CanYOn  t o

mi  ncral locatfon  and woodland product ral~s  or  dcslgnating thQ
Paris  River  an scQnic  riVQr  QrQ  Unn~c~Qsary. Protection of thQ
If’Qa’S v a r i o u s  Ya.JUQS  (cul  tura1, rQcrQrt  I oorl  , QtC.)  COUld  bQ
a.cCmp  I I shed .iUlt  Qs  QffQCtiVQly  b y  lQSS  FQStriCtiUQ l”kl,~QQf”Qnt
method%.

The nQQds  o f  the  m a j o r i t y  nQQd  t o  bc taken  Into  account. I t  i s
Important t h a t  WQ  ContinuQ  t o  b e n e f i t  from  thQ  rQsOurCQs  O n the
firizona  S t r i p . RQguIrtions  haUQ aI rQady bQQn mandated f o r
protect ion of thQsQ  QrQas  of COncQrn. Lrt  thQIII  * f u n c t i o n  the  way
t h a t  thQy  WQrQ  intQndQd. 1  S u p p o r t  altQrnrtivQ  f o u r  o f  t h e  RWP
drrft.

Thank  Y O U ,

Play  IO, 1 9 9 0

Hr.  Dennis Curt is
8urQau  O f  L a n d  l,anQgQmQnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  N  3 5 0  E
S t .  Gcorgc,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Drar  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I haVQ  rQcQntly  rQuiQwQd  thQ  RQSOUrCQ  t’!mrgQmQnt  P l a n  d r a f t
for  thQ  Arizona Strip. Of  thQ  al tQrnQti  VQQ  1 i StQd, #4  SQQIIIS  t0
bQ  thQ  most  rcasonablc  Solution.

W Q  arc  fortunatQ  t o  hrvc  unipuQ  brQCCia  pipe  minQrr1  deposits
WI  th in thQ  Str ip which, d u r i n g  thQ  paSt  d&CadQ, hruc  yielded  a
m&jPr  portion  O f  thQ  nation’s  UraniUm  prOdUCtiOn. I t  hrs  b e e n
pr0u.n  that  thQ  Strip’r  uranium PQIQPVQI  cm bQ  dQVQlOpQd  without
harming OthQr  Important rQSOurcQS.

The  m i n i n g  o f  thiS  minQral  hrs  CausQd  a grcrt  g r o w t h  i n  o u r
l PQa. If .CCQSS  WQPQ  t0  bQ  takQn  w*Y  iran  this  rQIO”PCQ,  thQrQ
would not bQ  Q,“p1O,,hQnt  OppWtUnitQS  fO,=  thQSQ  “ Q W  PQOPlQ a n d
they  WOUld  hQVQ  t0  rQlOCltQ. Not only would this  be a ha-dship,
b u t  i t  w o u l d  bQ  nrxt  t o  lmpOSSiblQ  t o  Sell  thQir  hats  i n  s u c h  a n
Qconanical  1 Y dQprQsSQd  QrQa.

ThQ  8Ul  S h o u l d  praotc thQ  dQUQ\opQbQnt  o f  i m p o r t a n t  n a t u r a l
PQsWFCQs on public lands. ThQ  IQUltlplQ  USC  o f  t h i r  p u b l i c
land haS  bQQn  a good thlng. why  ChQngQ  t h a t ? ThiS  QrQa  h a s  bQQn
QnJOYQd  bY many, and  t h a t  iSn’t  g o i n g  t0  ChanQQ  UnlQSs  WQ  &n&Q  i t
lnaccesiblc  t o  the  pQO,,lQ  b y  l o c k i n g  i t  U p  i n t o  WildQrnQSS  ar,a.
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Dcnn  i  5 Cur t  i  s
Bureau of  Land Hanzzgemen  t
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curti,:

I  have  reviewed the  Resource tlanagemcnt  Plan for the Arizona
strip. I  have  sane  fears about your-  taKing 452,800 acres  of  this
area and  designating it as wildcrncrs. Currently, I  be1 ieve that
you *t-c  in favor of 681  trrnati vc  2. BY adopting this al ternrtivr,
WC are putting too much restriction on this area. Al tcrnat  i w 4
would allow  us to continue  dcueloping  the natural resources of
this area. It is important that when the final documents we
cstabishcd, that they stress mu1  t iplc  “se. We  need to benefit
from all  this arep has to offer .

I  feel  that will would see  greater  benefits i f  the  Paria
Plateau  were  managed  for Multiple Use. ACEC  and .Sm designa-
tion8  are inappropriate  as th@y would csscntially put  a buffer
against the existing wilderness resulting III  dcfacto  wilderness.

MY concern with the plan as it is presently written, is that
1 t discourages local development. The  major focus appears to be
on preset-u ing or cr*at  1 ng ‘remoteness’. The Arizona Str ip is  a
remote area reQardleSs  of the labels one mar place on it. The
main fear about setting aside areas  for special ‘management’, if
it can be called that, is that br so  doing, acccp’tcd  land uses

will bccamc  limited by political factors.

Thank-you,

M r . Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlanagcmcnt
~rlzona S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
5t.  George, UT 84770

Ocrr Mr. Dcnnirr

As a user of the Arizona  District, I  feel  i t  i s  fmportant  t o
VO~CC my concerns about possible changes that could ocCur  in this
region.

Our m&in  emphasis durinp  this decision maKing  time  should be
to let  thir land remain available for multiple uw as much as
possible. A-rat should br designated  for multiple use. Such
areas should include: UinKaret (Logan and Trumbull ),  Parashant
and BlacK Rock Mountains, woodland areas;  and areas  now under
livestocK  prrmit8.

The  Arizona Strip is a source of recreation for some,  and
the sour=*  of their  llvcllhood to others. There r•IOUPCC. should
not be everlooKed  in order  to give  others more  rcCrrattOna1
USP.QP  of  the .rca. There is already  wilderness area l uai lablc
on the  strip, a n d  W C  d o n ’ t  noed  t o  add  t o  i t  just  t o  keep t h e
natural i sts happy.

After reviewing the  draft  for the Resource ‘Managwncnt  Plan,
I h4uc  decided that alternative 4 would be most beneficial to al1
conccrncd. WC need  to Keep this land ruai lablc for a.1 1 to USC.

ThrnK YOU,
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m Union Pacific
Resources - Minerals1...,  /1.,  , 1.1,  ,$..  I

May 18. 1990

Mr. Demlis  Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip D&rid
360  North 3050  East
St. George, UT 64770

RE: Draft RMP & ElS  for Arizona Strip District

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

Union Pa&c  Minerals (UW) appreciates ths oppatunity lo have reviewed this
document  and discuss it with you and BLM staff. As you know, UPM is adtiwly  exploring
for uranium breccia  pipe deposits within the Artzona  Strip District and is keenly  interested
in the BLh4’s  ptans as they may affect davefopment  of thii important mineral resource

5
found throughput  the Arizona Strip.  We have enjoyed a strong mopsrative  working
relationship with  BLM staff duing the past seven  years of our Arfzo~  Strip axpforation

cs efforts and look fmvscd  to a contiwation  of hat relationship as the AMP is finalized and
c n implementad  over rxm-&rg years.

We believe that the cooperative Lduatrygovamnant  approaph  already  established
w&him  the  Strip clwmmtrates  that responsbk  mineral davatopmant  can  xdur  without
dompromking  sansitiva envtmnmental  rasoumaa.  In that regard,  UPM supports the
BLWs  intention to implement  a management  plan whii wil  kxmaiii  the aurent pplicy
offcaMhgagency- on lnique’  r-as values  (i.e. proposed  “Area B” areas).
We are also tprwrally  sqmlive  ol the BLM prafarred  aitemattva so krng as it mmains
axplii  dea that multiple  use adtiviis wltl  tm &wad  to continue withii  B areas..
subject  to appropriate and reasonable  stipulations.

UPMdoeshavaspac&- aboutaoma&rnantsofthapropwedRMP
and/orElSasdesdbdhtheettachdaxnments.  Plaasackxt’thasMetocaIrnaor
Jay McMurray.  Manager  of Umniun  Exploration, at (303) 660-7200  if there  are any
questions.  Again.welnckfcnwardtowMuatkm da~atfvarelatiashipastha
RMP prdoaaa  Lmfotds.

MRN/da
cc: J. M. Mchlurray
Attachr~?-~nts

Michael R. Neumann
Senior  Envfronrnentd  Coordinator

UNION PACIFIC MINERALS

COMMENTS ON

ARIZONA STRIP RMP/ElS

A. Issue: Management Guidalines  (p&2)

1 . UPM supports tha doncept  of diient tnanagamant  intansky  levels  as an

alternative to overly rtwtridh  desiinations  (e.g. ACECs, RCA’s, dosums,

etc.) which  cm prohibit dfaavaraty  curtstrain  raapdnslble  mineral devebp-

tnant,aswallasothertwttiplauaas.  FrdmttwBt.Mtiguraagivanonpage

C2,Mme1,620.000aaas~theArhonaSbiP(orspprcndmately30%d

thetotdarea)a~elreadydosedtomlneralentrythrarghdesignationas

Nationd  ftaaaation  Araaa  cu  Wtldarneaa  Areas.  Another 466.606  acras  ere

propos8d  for spedal  desiinafhn in the prefsrrecl  ah3rnfdive,  furlher

rsstrMngminaraladtMt&swlthhthaArkanaStr@.  Althau@wequaaticm

thaphysicalnecasattyotauch~tofurtharprotaCtras0urca

values.~clre~itiveto~variorspressweeupontheBLMtodooo.

Wearealsomindfulofthe~negdiationsi~lntheArlzona

wik%maasActdf1984whahdl%paMintersSrpar6aaagreedupdn

spedficaremwiddlwaldbedosedtowreiaaBaclfcunlineralentry.

2 . WesuggestthatBLM Chenrderbelandspropoeedfor’AreaVmanage-

mentaspo&blyhavlng~raadurcavaluear$harthanwJaueMkres

(po U-2). The lands in&dad  withln  tha  1.6 miltit  acres mentfohed  abdva

must exhibit sorna  %rdqu# resource  values which  is pmwnably a major

reasrnwhytfwywarepr&xslywfthdravmthroughCongressionalactions

sudhastheArizonaWildemaasAdtdf1964.

3 . The intention to permit  rarncwal  of mineral  materials in B Areas only Men
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such disposal would enhance other resource values” is unreasonable and

subject to misapplication. Under the provisions  of 43 CFB Subpart 3809,

mineral removal is permitted unless lt will  cause ‘tinnecessary  or undue

degradation” or not ‘provide  protection of nonmineral  resources”.

Therefore, proposed  mineral materials removal plans should only  have to

show that unnecessary and undue degradation will  be avoided  in “B areas”

to be allowable.

1. The text has been changed to reflect this comment. Section 302(b) of FLPMA
requires the Secretary to manage the public lands in a manner which prevents
the undue or unnecessary degradation of the public lands. All mineral material
disposal authorizations will be managed in compliance with these guidelines.

4 . Page II-3 refers to %pecial  etlpulaticn9  that would be developed during  the

NEPA process lt is unclear ll this statement refers to the current process 2 2. Site-specificstipulations would be developed in an EAprior  to approval of a Plan
andstipuletionedescrkd in Appendix 5 or if additional stipulatkns  may be of Operations or other application for development.

dwebped. If addiional  stipulations  are contemplated. when would they be

-5 diilossd?

-4
B. Issue: Preferred Alternative

1 . In general. UPM supports the preferred alternative (m). even though

mineral auivltii  would ba  subject to further  restrict&~  on nearfy a half

milliin acres through various  special designations.

2 . The  paragraph on Minerals  lssus  on page II-5  statas that operating plans

would be required for any Mining law  actlviis other than Casua  use within

B Areas. Page IC13 of Table Il-1 states only  that ‘special  stipulations  would

be added to explorstion  and development pks.  ln  6 areas. other

referents  in  different  seckns  of the RMP suggeet  that operating plans

would only be requkad  ln  ACEC’s  or areas designated  dosed to Cl-W  use
3 3. The text on page II-5 has been changed to clarify the requirements which would

be imposed under Alternative 2. The texton II-lOhas  been changed to clarifythe
(pg. N-33). Previous  discussions  with BLM staff indicated that exploration requirements which would be imposed under Alternative 2. Plans of operation

sdkities  could  occur with in B areas under a Notice of Intent except in

ACEC’s.  43CFR  Subpart 3309.1-4  (5) wculd  certainly seem to require an

Operating Plan for any ORV use in dosed areas. What is the lagal

are required for operations within .ACECs  and OHVclosed  areas. The acronyms
OHV and ORV have been used interchangeably in this document.

2



05-275  (continued) 05275  (continued)

distinction between OtiV and ORV  use? The RMP should be revised to

include a table whkh  succinctly summarizes when an Operating Plan will be

required. when a Notii k sufticient.  and under what circumstances (i.e.
3 (cork)

ACEC’s,  SRMA’s.  RCA’s, OHV. Ws.  ERhW’s.  WA’s,  SMA’s,  etc.) either

may be required.

3 . UPM bdii8s  ELM ie minimizing the extent of adverse impaas  on mineral

exfdratii which  requiring an OperatinQ  Plan would  have (p. IV-33

condusion).  The fact that an Environmerrtal  Assessment (EA) prepared

pursuant to a Plan of Operations is ava&bte  fcr pubtic  comment which

mi@rt trigger an additional 60 day review perlod will certainly discouraQe  (I

not prohibit) exploraticn  in any areas whit  require an Operating Plan.  The

possiblcty  that an EtS could be required is an even geater deterrent

becauseofthe~ntcostsandtimeinvdvedintheEISprocess.  while

we recognize that hiioricalty  the Arizona Strip District Office  has  elected to

approve brecda  pipe mining Operations wkhout  requiring  8n E!S, it ia

possible  that this poky  may change in the future. One has only  to look at

theht~bleEISprocessfortheproposedCanyonMineonU.S.Forest

Se&m  land to appreciate the prohibitive  effect on mineral development

plans.

C. hue:  off Highway Vehide  use

1 . As mentioned previously. it should be ckukied  whether an Operating Plan 3 (cont.)
will be required for OHV use  in special management areas other  than

ACEc’s.

2 . UPM is concerned that OHV use in areas  proposed for limited to existing

or designated roads and trails’ (LERLT and LDR&T)  may be unduly

4. Appendix 19 has been modified to reflect this comment. As specified in 43 CFR
2.31X.1-2,  no notification or approval is required by the operator for casual use
operations. Motorized vehicle use in areas not closed to such use falls underthe

rest r ic ted  and  make  casua l  use  minera l  activities  ex t remely  cumbersome, I definition of casual use in these regulations. Casual use operations are,
however, subject to monitoring by the authorized officer to assure no undue or

3 unnecessary degradation occurs.
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time consuming and cost!y. Appendii 22  (Off-Highway Vehicle Designa-

tions, p. A-70) suggests that off road vehicle use in a LEAT wculd  not be

permitted for such casual uses as daim staking. prospecting  cr mining. 43

CFR Subpart 3809.0-6 dearly  provides the  right 70  go upon  the opan

Federal lands” fur such puposes sc long  as unneces w oT - 4 (COW

degradation is prevented. Appe&x  22 alsc implies  that a Notice  cf Intent

shoutd  be  filed prior to OFtV casual use minerd  adivities  (e.g. claim staking)

In LDFt&T  areas. We find this propsal  partkutarly  atatming  in that it mutd

compromisecliscoveryopportunitiibyremovingtheefamentcfconfidenti-

alii.  ttalsosesms that requiring approval by the authorized officer prior to

ORV  use In LDR&T  areas is excessive and again contrary to the provisbns

of 43 CFR Subpart 3809.06  and 3809.1-2  Casual use activb-s.  by

defnition,  result  in  only negligibte  disturbance*  and in fa&, usually dc  net

cause any detectalse  disturbamx. ELM and the public have already

identff  those far&3  where even negligible cfisturbarxx9s must be dosety 5.

regulated via spe& management designadi0n.s  like ACEC’s.  Accordingly.

wecannoturderstandthenwd~arestrictingOHVuseessociated

withiegMmateminsratactMissinLDR(LTareas.

4 .
6.

In order to fully evaluate the potential impacts which OHV designations

might have upon  mineral actkities  (as well as other multiple uses), UW 5

requests that auivity  plans and maps for each proposed lDR&T  ares be

made available prior to publlcatkm  of the Final RMP/ElS.

D. Other lssuas/Concems

. Some pxtbns  of the RMP state that all ACEC’s  would be withdrawn from

mineral entry while other segments  state that operating plans would be

required prior  to mineral activities. Please  darify.

4

6

As stated on page A-66,  the Bureau will prepare an activity plan and map
identifying which roads are open in each area. Approval of the activity plan is
subject to completion of an EA. These plans and maps will be circulated for
public review as they are prepared. The RMP/EIS  will only identify which areas
will be classified as limited to designated roads and trails.

The preferred alternative proposes ACEC designations which require mining
exploration and development entities to file a Plan of Operations with BLM for
activities beyond casual use. Approval of the Plan of Operations is subject to
completion of an Ek Approval of the Plan of Operations by ELM assures that
activities are conducted in a manner that prevents unnecessary or undue
degradation, provides protection to non-mineral resources, and provides for
reclamationof disturbed areas. Based on ourexperience during the last decade,
existing policy and procedures are adequate to allow mineral activities while
protecting other important resource values.

Alternative 3 proposed closing ACECs to mineral location. This would require a
withdrawal in addition to the ACEC designation.

The proposed RMP is adopting the preferred alternative for ACEC designations
which would require filing of a Plan of Operations.
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. Table II-2  (Management Prescriptions for Special Management Areas) states

that Class  II cultural resource inventories will be conducted in RCA’s,

ACEC’s,  and SRMA’s. ls  there a schedule, priority lit  or plan for conduct-

ing the surveys? Will operating plans be approved within such areas prior

to completion of the BLM hvehtory.  if necessary?

. BLM notes that ti the Arizona  Strip, complete rehabiliition of a dtstur-

bance  takes from  five to ten  years’ (p.lll-6).  UPM’s  experience suggests

that complete rehabiktation  can occur stoner with diligent efforts and

cooperative weather.

. For the record, it should be noted that proposed mineral auivkies  have

T contributed directly to increased knowfedge  (and protection) of cultural

resource ocourrenme  throughout the Arfzona  Strip. Significant costs have

been incurred by companies like UPM in making cukural  resource

informaUon  a&able  to BLM.

. Does BLM have a echedule  for estaMishme&evision  of visual resource

management desses  h conjunction with this RMP process? If so,  it should

be induded in the final RMP/ElS.

UPMisnotawareafany”perched~(that)caJdbedewateredssa

reeutt of mhing acthfties”  (p. N-26) anywhere  in  the Amona  Strip. The only

aquifer knom  to occur wlth arty regul&y  or in a regional context is the

Redwd-Muav  which  underlies me tmcda  pipe depoeite. Locdfy,  etrti

graphic  Traps. may occur whii  are favorable to liiited  grouhctwater

collection and perwtration  of such a water bearhg zone durihg  mine
development migM  create  a dewaterfng  effect but only  in the immediate

area around  tha  penetration.

10

11

At present, Class II cultural resource inventories are not scheduled. An RMP
implementation plan will be developed which would set priorities for conducting
the surveys which will be subject to availability of funding. BLM will continue
present procedures for approval of Plans of Operations which will not be subject
to completion of Class II surveys.

Our experience indicates that the establishment of vegetation and associated
restoration of visual aspects of a disturbed site, takes five to ten years or more in
some cases.

We recognizes the contribution that all users of the public lands have made to
increasing inventory and excavation on the Arizona Strip. This inventory or
excavation data is required for State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) consul-
tation or compliance with BLM-SHPO Programmatic Memorandum of Agree-
ment. This is part of the applicant’s legal responsibility before BLM can authorize
any exchange, lease, permit or surface disturbing activity.

10. BLM updates the Visual Resource Management (VRM)  classes as changes
occur. Because the classes deal with the scenery as a whole, they seldom need
updating. Events which may cause a need to change the boundaries for VRM
classes are:

1. New special designations to protect scenic values, i.e., ACE& wilderness,
and natural areas.

2 . A new major route such as a highway or freeway. The distance zones would
change and require a new inventory along the route.

3 . A change in the public’s sensitivity in allowing development or vegetative
manipulations to occur in a particular area. BLM  management may decide that
an area warrants raising the classification on a higher more restrictive class to
respect that sensitivity.

11. The term perched aquifer as used in the draft RMP/EIS is analogous to the term
stratigraphic traps referenced in the comment. These perched aquifers or
stratigraphic traps do occur in the Arizona Strip and do yield water for mining
operations. lf the use of water were great enough, in terms of either rate or
duration of use, and the aquifer were limited enough, it is possible that a
particular aquifer encountered during mining operations could be dewatered.

5
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Appendix 5 (Redamatfon  Stipulations,  p-A-1 3) basically summarizes existing

standard operating procedures whkzh UPM has been following for years,

withafewexceptkxs.  Wewouldhopethat reasonable seed m’ktures  (i.e.

available and  affohble)  would  be  developed  for the native  species

requirement in  ACEC’s.  SRMA’s  and RCA’s.  Irrigation may  be  physicaNy

and economically impossible at some sites without creating disturbances

and/or undesirable  impacts. The  requirement to mitigate potential advet&

impactsotroaddustinBareascwMbee~~costlyandwould

appear disoriminatory  toward mineral activiks.

12 12. The reclamation stipulations in Appendix 5 are intended for all surfacedisturb-
ing activities. When practicable, all activities would be required to meet these
stipulations. Mining is just one of the many activities that disturb public lands.



0 5 2 7 6 05-277

n a y  1 8 ,  1 9 9 0 Mar  8, 1990

Dennis  C u r t i s
@.frclu  Of Land fla”aQcmc”t
Arizona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
S t .  George,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Hr. Curt is :

T o  a d o p t  a
Plan d r a f t  f o r

< f o r the  pcopl*

62 1 lucl  ihood. To

I tcrnatiues  2  o r  3  f r a  the Resource ManaQtmcnt
the Arizona Strip shows a great 1 ack of concern

in  th is  area  who depend  on this region for thei r
allaw  the  Parrshant  area  t o  b e  d e s i g n a t e d  a  R C A

a.I Y O U sugpcst  I”  A l t e r n a t i v e  2 , or a SRI-V4  *s  is proposed in
Altmrnatiuc 3 could cause great hardship for many. Regulations
made not al lowing for new  permanent grazinp  permits , new ptrma-
ncnt roads, or  improued  access are not consistent with mult iple
USC  aanagtmtn  t .

Wr  need  t o  tmph~sirc  the  use  o f  there  r e s o u r c e s , espcc  i al 1 I
those  t h a t  n a t u r a l l y  replace  thcnsclurs. The  cattle  need  t o  h a v e
t h i s  g r o u n d  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  grazinp. To take  these  pcrmi ts frcm
the ranchers could c o s t  them  t h e i r  l i v e l i h o o d . There is no
txctss  o f  l a n d  f o r  grarinp. The  t imber  needs  to remain  avai lable
t o future nerds and demands. O u r  area depends  heaui  1~ o n the
mining of Uranium. Many  In our area  would have  to relocate i f
these resources were  taken  away  from  us.

Your support of Alttrnatiut  4 would continue  to k t tp th is
region open  to us  in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah who count
on it  for our l ivel ihood.

Thank-you,

Dennis Curt is
Bureau  o f  L a n d  Hanrpcmcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  GcorQt,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr .  Curt is :

I haue  read through the Resource Ma”aQeme”t  Plan draft
the  A r i z o n a  S t r i p .

f o r
I  am disturbed by  the fact that Y O U  show a

desire to lock up an additional 452,800 acres. These  lands that
art b e i n g  e x a m i n e d  are  economical  1Y  prOdUCi”Q  f o r  t h e  needs  o f
many  i n  o u r  area.

Less than three  percent of the  Arizona S t r i p ’ s  5,371,OOO
acres is in priuatc  hands and contributing to the  local tax base.
Because  o f  the  l i m i t e d  priurtc  l a n d s ,
on mining,

this region depends hcauily
ranchinp,

contr ibute
and other mu1  tiple  uses  of pub1 ic  lands to

t o  the  tconomic  well bti”Q  o f  our  a r e a .
utrnmtnt

A S  t h e  QO-
continues to t it  up more  and more of our land and place

them  into wi lderness, i t  is  becoming  mom a n d  more  d i f f i c u l t  t o
find a means to provide for our famil ies.

As
that

I  s t u d i e d  the  Altcrnrtiues  l i s t  i n  t h i s  d r a f t ,
a l t e r n a t i v e  4  w o u l d  b e s t  meet  the  needs  o f  the

I felt

this area.
ptopl t i n

pit.
We need to take  into account the  nrtds  of our

W e  live  here, and we  have  to prooidc  for  ourselves.
pro-
The

few who enjoy  the  USC  of this wilderness area aren’t
help  us out in any way.  ,

Thank Y O U ,
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tlav 1 8 .  1 9 9 0

tlr. D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau  o f  Land Managcmrnt
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
St. George, Ut 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr .  Cur t i s :

The fact  that  WP  a re  fac ing  possible  chang*s  o n  the A r i z o n a
S t r i p caus*s  one to b* concerned  about what l ff*ct it will have
o n  t h e m . I  have  rcuiewcd  the R*sourc*  Hanagcmcnt  P l a n  d r a f t  f o r
the Ar i zona  S t r ip , a n d  o f  the altcrnatiues  aurilrblr  t o  u s ,  I

::
f*lt  t h a t  4@4  was i n  the b*st  intorcst  o f  u s  i n  thcsr  close l y i n g
ccmmuni  t ics. T h i s  1s It s h o u l d  b r

%

a  l a n d  o f  m u l t i p l e  us*.
managed as such. Altcrationr  s h o u l d  bc  made  to  reflrct  th is .

W
on* al tcrat  ion that should bc  made is removing t h e  Parir

Pl  at*aus a n d  Canrons f rom the  dcsignrtion  of  ACEC. The Paris
already contains enough wilderness area. Propos*d  p r e s c r i p t i o n s
s u c h as closing the Plat*ru  and canyons to  miner1 locat  ion and

wood1  and p r o d u c t  sales  o r  d e s i g n a t i n g  t h e  Paris  R i v e r  a  w i l d  a n d
scenic  river  ar*  n o t  “*c**rrry. Protection  o f  th*  a r e a ’ s  v a r i o u s
ualucs can be  accaplished  just as l ff*ctiu*ly by less restt-i  c-
tiut  management prescriptions.

It  s e e m s that  scmc  p*opl*  frel  t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o ,a”* the
land, W C have to lock it up and make it inass*ssibl*  t o the
m a j o r i t y  o f the pcopl l . We do not h&v*  to put this land into
co ld  s torage . What  W C  d o  nred  t o  do i s  a l l o w  the prople  multiplc
“se  o f  t h e  l a n d , with greater  stress on managing .i  t propcrlr.

WO haur s**”  that  thes*  r*sourc*s  can  be  util  iz*d  w i t h o u t
r u i n i n g th*  l a n d . Rcpulrtions  need  t o  be  made  and  carri*d  o u t .
Le t ’ s  no t  jus t  pluc  u p  a n d  keep  thr  ma jo r i t y  o f  th*  pcopl*  o u t .

Sincrrely,

Dennis  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Manag*ment
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
3 9 0  N  3 0 5 0  E
St .  George ,  U t 8 4 7 7 0

D*ar  Nr.  C u r t i s :

As a rcsidcnt  o f  Southrrn  U t a h , I  become  more a n d  m o r e  frustrat*d
at  the Governm*nt  w h o  seems  t o  bc  more  concern*d  a b o u t  th*  l o b -
byists in Washington than they do about thr hard working citizen
q u i e t l y  poing  about  mak ing  a  l iuing  a n d  p a y i n g  th*ir  tax*s.

The  res idents  o f  Kant C o u n t y  have  become  a paw”  i n  the  Utah
w i l d e r n e s s  f i g h t . E i g h t y - f o u r  p e r c e n t  o f  o u r  c o u n t y  i s  f*dcrally
owned. The BLM  wants  to  designate  640,000 acres  o f  the  county  .I
w i lderness . Ccnprcssmrn  Owens  wants  800 ,000  acres ,  and Congrcss-
man Hansen has l ndorsed thr  designation of a mm*r*” 1 2 0 , 0 0 0
ikct-es.  Now the  ELM  wants  to  further  r*strict  h u n d r e d s  o f  t h o u -
s a n d s  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  a c r e s  i n  the Ar i zona  S t r ip . I t  appears  tha t
the public lands in the Arizona Strip belong to l ueryo”* l xcept
the p u b l i c  w h o  Iiv*  i n  or near  the  d is t r i c t .

The Pararhmt  ar*a  shou ld  no t  be  des igna ted  a  RCA as Y O U  suggest
i n  Alternative  2, o r  a  SRMA  ss i s  p r o o s c d  i n  Alt*rnatiue  3. The.
proposed manrg*mcnt  prescriptions  such as no new permanent roads
o r  g r a z i n g  p e r m i t s  are  no t  cons is ten t  w i th  mu l t ip le  use  manage -
ment. The Parashrnt  s h o u l d  b e  placed  i n  Arca  A.

Whcrc does  i t  all  e n d ?  I  h a v e  reui*wed  th*  MP draft  o f  th*
Arizona Strip and I am strongly in fauor  of l ltcrnatiuc 4 with
mod i f i ca t ions  s t ress ing  multiplc  use management . WC cannot
a f fo rd  to  lose  452 ,800  add i t ion  acres  t o  wilderness. Adopt
al ternatiuc  4 , a n d  placr  Parashant  i n  Arca A.
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May  17, 1990

Mr. D e n n i s  C u r t i s
B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  Manrgcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. Gecrg.,  Utah 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

After rcvicwing  a copy of the Resourc.  Management Plan for

5
the Arizona Strip, I found little l uid*nce showing that the
regulations you desir.  to adopt must be imp0ss.d  on an arcawide
basis to protect  any resource.
the n*eds of this area on a mar.

We could more prop.rl y address
specific rclcctiue site basis.

Uinkaret  (Logan and Trumbull ) ,’ Parahant  and Black Rock
tiountrins, wood1  and are.s, and areas  now under livestock permits
should be reviewed and considered for plecement into Category A.
These areas should be managed for multiple Us..

Developmental proposals seemed to be lacking from the draft.
We need to take the  steps necessary to see that this arca remains
open for futur.  l xploration. Our needs in the future will
change, and  thrrr  resources ne*d to rcnain  auailabl.  to help  meet
those ne.ds. It  is obvious that  the financial well being of many
residents in the surrounding cormunities  depend on this.

BY adapting  alternative 4 from the F?lP,  I feel that these
resources will continue to be l uaileble. Considrr  the needs of
Us who would be so seriously affected by approving l ith*r
alternative 2 or 3.

Thank-you,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Hanagrmrnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
st. George,  UT 84770

Dear t-lr.  Curtis:

I attempted to read the Resource Hmagemcnt Plan for the
Arizona Strip. I  wasn’t very  successful1 in my  attempt to under-
stand all aspects of this draft. The draft does not provide a
clear statement about the nature of BLM’s proposed management
prcscriptionr. For cxempl., it repeatedly refers to ‘management
Quid*lines’ for  -area  B’.  The ‘QUidelines’ themselves ar. never
clcwly  defined. It is not possible to prouid.  meaningful can-
rrnnt on such guidelines if they are not identif ied.

Th.  fact that alt*rnatives  2 and 3 call  for tleing up
452,800 rddi  tionrl acres  into wilderness is very  distrubing to
me. I  don’t  f*el  that this is ncccsswy  in order  to preseru.  the
beauty of this area.

I support rlternatiue  4. However, we must be certain  that
these chan9.s  will not afftct  the r*sources  that WC now Us.. The
Parashant  w-*a should not be designated l RCA as YOU suqqest  in
Al t*rnrtiv*  2, or a SW as is proposed in Al t*rnrtiue 3. The
proposed management prescriptions such as no new permanent graz-
ing permi tr or no n*w permanent roads or improved acc*ss are not
consistent with multipl.  Us. managem*nt. Modi  f i cat I ens need  t o
b. mad. to this rlternetlue  stressing multiple use manaqement.

Sincerely,
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Dennis  Curt is
8Ul-cWJ  O f  Land  b”ZaQM”t”t

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  Georg.,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

1 am not in favor of adding 452,800 acres  t o the al ready
excessive wi 1 derness  d*SiQnated  areas. I  hauc  seen  t h a t doing
th is i s  n o t  always  b e n e f i c i a l  t o  the  land, Y o u  c a n  see a great
difference be twen the  Kiabrb  National Forest , and the Park
Scrv i cc ground around the  North Rim of the Grand Canyon. There
is so much underprowth  that  i t  is  near ly  imposstble  to  walk out
throuph  t h e  trees.

W, need t o  harvest  the  timber  r e s o u r c e s  t h a t  are auai  Iable
to us. W e  have  the  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  d o  s o , and W C  need  to keep  the
people  In t h i s  area  wnploycd. In order  to do thi  c we  must  be
rl  lowed to Keep  the under QrOWth  down. I rccomncnd  a she1  tercd
wood harvest . These t imbcr areas  shoul  d  b e classifcd ant0
crtapory  A w i t h  intcnsiue  PesOUrcC  uscrgc.

I support Al  trrnatiue  4 of the  fUlP  dr r f  t  wi th  a l terat ions  to
allow  all  woodland areas to be placed into Area  I%.-  CatrQory  A.

Thank Y O U ,

Ar izona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St .  George,  UT  84770

Dear nr. Curtis:

As thr deadline is drawing near for public carment  about the
Resource tlanagcment  Plan draft  for the Arizona Strip.  I  felt  I  needed
to take a couple of minutes and express my optnion  about the
manapcment  o f  th is  d ist r ict .

We have  seen  great  growth in our area  due  to the  dcvelopmcnt  of
thr  resources  in  th is  d ist r ict . Sartimes  I wonder how this
deuclopmcnt  l umr took place with the  effects that the  l nuironncn-
talists  are  hauinp  o n  the  USC  o f  our  p u b l i c  l a n d s . They hauc
90". to0  flF, and the nmedr  of the  major i ty  are  beinp  n*Qlected
in order  to satisfy thr demands of these few.

WC  have seen  cumnuni  t ies dry up,  not because  the resources
weren’t  available  to meet  their  rconanic  nerds.  but excessive
restr ict ions have  made it  impossible to move  forth in development
of these  resources. Don’t let  this happen to the residents of
Kanab  a n d  Frcdonir. Cldjustmcnts  have  been  made in our school
systems  to meet  thr  QrouinQ  populations. WC  need  the  tax base
that  th is  area  has provided in order to meet  the  demands of this
increased  population. Closing off the  d istr ict  to  our  USC  would
have  a detr imental  affect  on the  residents  of  this area.

Thr  Unikarrt  (Lopan  and  T r u m b u l l > ,  Parashant  a n d  ElacK  ROCK
Mountains should al l  be  manaped  for mult iple use -and  be placed in
Area  A - Catepory  A (Forest lands wailable  for  ii?tenslvr  mul-
tiole  use). Ue  c a n ’ t  a f f o r d  t o  lose  the  valuable  twsources i n
this.  areas.

I  SuppOrt  alternatIve  4 w i t h  mY  SuQQcstrd  changes. Keep our
pub1 ic lands open to future  resource dwclopmcnt.

Sincerely,
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Play 17, 1990

nr  . Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land llanbgemcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dew Mr. Curtis:

I realize the  importance that proper management of our public
lands  plays to their productivrncss. I  have  examined the

5
Resource llanagwwnt Plan draft of the Arizona Strip. While sane
restriction is good, over restriction is unproductiue. The
restrictions that art placed on thi.s public land need  to be
reasonable  and worKable.

Al ternat  ives  2 and 3 would owrrcstr ict the use of the
resources on the  Arizona Strip. Recrert  i onal  use, grazing,
mining, and timber harvest  would essentially cane  to a halt by
the  end of the Plan’s time frame. WC need to continue to develop
these natural resources, flrny  of them arc renewable resources
that could provide sustained  productivity with little harm to the
l nvironnwnt.

Consider alternative 4 with modifications allowing for
multiple use  of the Arizona Strip district. Specifically,
Uinkarct, Parashant and  Black Rock Mountains should be placed in
area A - category 4. RCC\‘s,  Sm’s, and ACEC’s s.houldn’t  be
employed.

Sincerely.  A

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
st. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

After reviewing the Resource Managwnrnt Plan draft of the
Arizona Strip, I  feel  that your desires to allow 452,800
additional acres of our public lands to br tied up into defacto
wi 1 derncss  (spcc i al management areas> is unreasonable.

Thrre  will always bring wilderness auritablc  to us. Fat torr
of  mother nature  take care of this. I  don’t  feel  that this area
has been  over developed. The  unique beauty still exists in the
district. To set aside  wilderness for wildcrncrs  sake is not
necess*ry.

I  depend on the r*sourcCs  of  the district for my liueli-
hood. The resources  are her,  for us to use. We need to do so
with caution. I support al twnatiur  4 with elimination of the
Par i a as an CICEC. Protection of the  Parir’s  various values
(cul  turrl  , rrcreat i onal, etc.) could be accomplished just as
l ffectiuely by less restrictive management prescriptions. M u l t i -
ple use of our public lands is in the best interept  of  al l
concerned.
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Mar 10, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Uanagrment
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

nr . Curtis:

1 am greatly conccrnod  OVCPY your desire  to remove  much of thQ
land fran the Arizona Strip and place it into wilderness. This
region needs to prwidc for the needs of many. To sacrifice these
valuable  resources  i n  the name o f ‘remoteness  recreation*  15  v*ry

c short sighted.

The Resource Hmagwncnt Plan rucrrmphasires  the need  for ‘rcmotc-
ness= which it defines as ‘recreation l xpcriencc opportunities in
backcountry, natural-appearing settings’. BLH feels apparently,
t h a t  i t must impose further restrictions on mu1  tiplc use  to
prcscrw the rmotc character of the Strip. It proposes to
create several  new special management  areas to do so. Looking at
the Strip in a rcgionrl context, however,  additional restrictions
are unnecessary and inappropriate.

We cannot continue in this fashion and contiunc t o  give into
these ‘rich’ l nuironmrntalists. You need to listen to the  needs
of the majority. I  feel  that adopting alternativ-  4 i s  our only
choice.

ThanK  YOU,

t.JL  &+-----

tlr.  Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land tlanagcmcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 N 350  E
St. George, U-l 84770

Dew fir.  C u r t i s :

I have recently reviewed  the Resource flanagwnent Plan draft
for  the FIrizona  Strip. Of the  alternatives listed, *4 s.cms t o
be the  most reasonable solution.

We arc fortunate to hauc  unique brcccia pipe mineral deposits
within the Strip which. during thr past dacade, hrvc yielded a
major portion of the nation’s uranium productton. I t  h a s  been
proven that thm Strip’s uranium reserves  can be developed  without
harming other  important resources.

The mininQ  of this mineral  has caused a great growth in our
area. If  access were to be taKcn  away from this resQurce,  there
would not be employment opportuni tcs for these new people and
they would have to relocate. Not only would this be  a hardship,
but it would bc  next to impossible to sell their hawr in such an
economically depressed area.

The  GLH should pranote  the deuelopment of important natural
wsources on pub1 ic lands. The  m u l t i p l e  use  o f  t h i s  pub1 Ic
land has been  a good thing. Why change that? This area has been
enjoyed  by many, and  that isn’t going to change unless UC  make it
inacccsiblc  to the people  by locking it up into wilderness area.

Sincerely,
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Mar 1e, 1990

Ml-. D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau  of Land Management
Plrizona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear  M r .  CurtIs

When i t  comes  to  the  use o f  o u r  pub1  i c  l ands ,  i t  essent ia l  tha t
some of  thrm  rema in  open  t o  m u l t i p l e  use. Our pub1  i c lands can
meet  the  needs  of  many, a n d  indeed  i t  i s  the  responsibl  i  t y  o f  BLII
mmagwnent  t o  see  t h a t  t h i s  i s  the c a s e .

1  d o n ’ t  feeI  that  the  a d d i t i o n a l  r e g u l a t i o n s  that  a re  ca l l ed  fo r
i n  t h e  Resow-cc  Managomcnt  Plrn  d r a f t  f o r  the firizona  S t r i p
ape necessary  . The Parrshant  area  s h o u l d  n o t  be des igna ted  a R C A
a*  you  suggest  i n  61 ternrti  u*  2, o r  a SRtM  a s  i s  p r o p o s e d  i n
Al t*rn*ti  uc  3. The p r o p o s e d  manaQrmwot p r e s c r i p t i o n s  s u c h  as  n o
new  p*rmanent  g r a z i n g  permits  o r  n o  new  p e r m a n e n t  r o a d s  o r
improved  access  are  n o t  consistrnt  w i t h  m u l t i p l e  use management .
Indeed, l limlnatlon of categories of uses on an area-wide basis
w i t h o u t  regard  f o r  t h e  c o m p a t i b i  I  i  ty  o f  a s p e c i f i c  p r o p o s e d  use
a n d  the  pro tec ted  resource , d o e s  n o t  f u l f i l l  ELM’s  o b l i g a t i o n  t o
m a n a g e  f o r  m u l t i p l e  use.

Al ternat ive  4  would  be  the  bes t  method  fo r  management  o f  th is
.I-*a. I t  i s  assent  i  al that  measures  be  t&en  to  assure  tha t  the
FIrizonr  S t r i p  w i l l  be  o p e n  t o  t h e  use of  many. (Je  can  d o  t h i s  b y
m&king  a l te ra t ions  to  the  d ra f t  represen t ing  th is  need.

Thank  Y O U,

05-289

N8y 9, 1990

Dermis curtio Ruroul of Laud llumgemollt
Aritoua  Strip Dieict
39ONort.&3OSOEa~t
St. George,  UT S4770

Dou Mr. Curtis:

I uniting  ta cmontouthe  draftRosourco  ilanagosmntPlan
for tho Ari-  strip.

A0 anemplopoof  8 codacting  campmyrhichi8  lnTolvad in
urul.iuaripineont&Arit~~ip,  I do elldon our public buds
8ud their roacmree8 for my livellho0d. P u wry coucornod th8t
tholaadbemumgedfor  multlplo usoandnotfurtharrostri.cted
for the 8&o of wluos  ouch 80 l ronotenom6g which. in

future without  8ddltlca8l rogpl8ta-y  rostrictiau.

Infut.theonl~t&ing  in jaopudyomtAoAriroIuStrlpi~

paying  jot.  in the fur
tho ahlllt of us local ro4.dat.a  to find md kmp secure.  decent

of evol-iucreuing  govenlDont8l
rogulrtoryccmtrols.  With the huge uountof  fedorrllunb  In
the roglou  hzch of which  to 8lro8dy  withdrrm  from comorcisl
8Ctlvltle8~. wo hue heen forcod to rely on l.omr p8ying.  often

oraDa&  o r  wiut-rd.8t.d 8ectore. la0
~i8i?.kf.%tkd%i%~0~de  mmy ofamrdecentllvlng
88 T811 a8 aa eualthl 8ourco of tu rovonues for our
c-tioo .

mdificrtlon8  th8t will mm Fntanaive multiple use of &lJ
rooourcou.

lhmkyou for tho opportuuity  to oxproso  myvim8.

Sincerely,
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M a y  16. 1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Wanrgemcnt
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear M r .  Curtisr

2 have read  through the Resource ManaQW”c”t  Plan draft for
the Arizona Strip. I am disturbed by the fact that you show a
desire to lock up an  additional 452,800 acres. There lands that
are being  l xamlnrd are ccononicrl~~  producing  for tha needs o f
many in our area.

Less than three  percent of ihe Arizona Strip’s S,371,000
acres  is in private hands and contributing to the local tax base.
Because of thr I inlted priuate  lands,
on mining,

this region depends heavily
ranching,

contribute
and  other multiple uses of public lands to

to the economic well being of our area.
vcrnmcn t

As t h e  g o -
continues to tie up more  and  more  of our land  and place

them  into wilderness, it is becoming more and more  dif f icult  to
f ind a means  to provide for our families.

As I
that

studied the Altcrnatiuer  list in this draft,  I f*l t
al ternat  ivc 4 would best meet  the needs of the prop1  l in

t h i s  area. bh  need to t&c into account the needs of our
pl*. We  Iiur  here,

p*o-
and we hauc  to provide for  oursclurs. Thr

few  w h o enjoy  the use of this wilderness area aren’t
help us out in any way.

going to

Thank you,

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. Gcorpc, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Af tcr reviwing  the Resource Mrnrgemrnt  P l a n  drrf  t  f o r  the
Arizona Strip, I realize the far t -caching effects that the
adoption of the wrong Alternative cpuld  have on the economical
base  o f  o u r  area. I  feel  that the only right altrrnatiuc  is 4.

The  Parashant  arCa should not be designated a RCA as YOU
suggest in Alternative 2, nor as a SRpyl as is proposed in
Al trrnativr  3. Limitations rcstcicting no new permanent graxing
permits or no new permanent roads or improved access are not
consistent with multiple use  management.

WC need to shift away  fra single uac  management,  and cmpha-
size  multiple use  management. To limit this land to a single
us.  would be  a great mismanagement of our resources. This type
of l imitation could br deterimrntel  to us. We  rely on the timber,
min*ral  , and recrrrtional  resources. To loose al I this to .morc.
wilderness area  would be foolish.
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nr. Dennis  Curt15
Bureau o f  Land  rranaqemrnt
Rr~zona  StrlP  D i s t r i c t  Offace
390 North  3056 East
S t .  G e o r g e .  U t a h  8 4 7 7 0

D e a r  Denn  isi

I am hdPPY  t= CPrnment.  cm  “our  Resource  nanagenent
Plan  for  t h e  Arxzona  S t r i p .

The main i t e m s  t h a t  c o n c e r n  m e at-c  t h e  rraplaceable
rew~ut-ces  i n  the  m a n a g e m e n t  area. I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e y
at-c  res t r i c ted from  full Mult ip le  Us9 flanagsment.
I aIn referring t h e categoriartion  o f  t h e  timber
~es0urc.e  ..htch  make% mrnrqeacnt  Of the timber  a
secondary obmctive.  The remn~nxng  timber CPSWPCI,
open  t o Multiple Use, (lg.260 act-es)  ~9111 continue
to suffer aigntftcmt  biolaglcal damaqa - st*gn.-
tion. weavened.  v igor . higher suscept ib i l i ty  to
insect and dasease, loss Of age c 1155.2 *“d
continued f u e l butld-up ‘DP nature’s  conflagrr-
tim. The  silvicrl n e e d s  o f  t h e  tzmbcr  r.sour~m
al-2 b e i n g na*d, s u b s e r v i e n t  t o t h e “Runotncsr”
p1ann1ng  factor.

I 9tronqly  t-et- d  4lternativr  4 W>th the
rlinloation  o f C&tegory rcstr~ction~.  so f u l l
rl”ltlpIa  use  rlanagomant  Cl” be  p rac t i ced .

Dave Fordyc.
Consultant in Fomrty
1740 Lake Street
Ogden. Utah &uOI
f&me 801-621-l 194

May 9, 1990

Dennis Curtis Bureul  of buld Yonagament
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 Ea3t
St. George. VT 04770

Daar Mr. curti6:

Iunitlngtocomenton
for the Arizona Strip.

thedraft  Resource Management Plan

Aa an employee of a contracting company which ie involved in
urIIClummimiqouthe  ArizonaStzlp.  I de
aud their rewurces  for my livelihood. p"

d on our  public laude
uvery concernedthat

the land be mnqed  for multiple we and not further restricted
for the 88ke of valuers mch  8a wrcnotanss8~ rhich,  in my  apiniop,
are not in jeopardr.
ferroads.muJl

The very. wture of the Arizow Strl
wt of water

protect the remte  character of
future without additional  regulaory  re6trictiow.

Infut,  t&e onlything in jeopudTonthe  Arizoar  Strip  is
the abilit
prying gjo a

of w local residents to find md keep secure. &cent
5.n the face o f

regul8tcu-y  controls.
ever-incrswing governmental

With the huge amount of federal leada ia
the region Cmuch  of which i8 already vithdrum from comercial
utiritied, ld have been forced to rely on 1-r pa*. often
seaeons  jobs inthegoveznment ortouri8t-relatedsect~8.  The
miniq~dtimberhdwtriesprovida  many ofwrdecsntli~
86 Well aa an emae&Aal wurce of tu revenues for our
commwitla~.

AB much aa I would prefer no additIonal restrictions on the
lamb of the Arizonr  Strip, I rerlize that lit&al reditiea
dictate thataame18nd wnagewnt  revisiuw I2 made. with that
innind.1  reconmend  that the BLM supportAlternative4with
modiflcatioas  that Will emure intemsive mlt*ple uue of &J
resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my views.
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May 1 7 ,  1 9 9 0

D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of  Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
3 9 0  N o r t h  3 0 5 0  E a s t
St. G e o r g e ,  U T 84770

Dow  Mr .  Cur t is

I  f i n d  i t  necessary  t o  t a k e  t h e  tim.  t o  w r i t e  c o n c e r n i n g  my
opinions on the  ChanQ*S  that  may  occur in the Arizona Str ip
R*QiOn.

WC  depend  on the  r.soUrc.6  on the  Arizona Strip. There  i s
I im i  ted  privrt.  ground rvriiabl.  to  Us in  th is  area. T h i s  being
t h .  c.se, our  private  Qrounds  b*ccm*  cv.”  mar.  valuable  t o  U s .
Your plan stated  that  135  rrnchcrs  hrv.  permits  to  Qraz.  thei r
c a t t l e  o n  the  s t r i p . Thcs.  grarinp  p*rmi  t s  c a n ’ t  j u s t  b.

c
replaced bccaus.  som*body  wants to lock th.  cattl.  out of the

CL
Str ip .

4A The  p*ople  in Northern Arizona and South*rn  Utah d*p*nd  on
th is  area  for much of their f inancial wcurity.  We can’t  a f f o r d
t o  lo%*  th*  m i n e r a l  a n d  timber  r i g h t s . Our l r*a is already  hard
prcss*d  for l mploym*nt opportunics  and Qrarth.

I  feel  very  rtronpiy  t h a t  tieinp  u p  4 5 2 , 0 0 0  a d d i t i o n a l  acr.s
into wiid*rn*ss  would hurt  th.  outiyinp  cawnunitics  great ly .  Th.
Parashant  arca  s h o u l d  n o t  b. d*signat*rd  a RCA  a s  y o u  SUQQ*st  i n
Altrrnrtivc  2 , o r  P  SW  a s  is  proposed  i n  Aitcrnrtiu.  3 . The
proposed managrmcnt  pr*scriptions  such as no new  permanent
grazinp  permits  or  n o  n*w p*rmwwnt  r o a d s  o r  imprpvcd  acc.ss  ar.
not consistent with mult ipic us* manrgemcnt. We  c o u l d  continut
t o  r*c*ivc  the  b*n*fits  from  t h i s  at-*.  i f  Ait*rnatiu*  4  wcrc
l dopt*d. This land must bc us*d by many. Pl  *as* to don’t take
i t  away  j u s t  t o  m**t  th.  needs  o f  a frw.

Sincrrcly,

Mar  19, 1990

D*nnis  Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona StriD  Distr ict
390 N 3050 E’
St.  George, UT 84770

Dow  M r .  Curt is :

The people  In  t h i s  aria  c o u l d  b.  greatly  affected  b y  anr
changes  that coui  d occur du.  to your study of th.  fir  i zone  Strip.
Bccausc  o f  t h i s , 1 obtained  a c o p y  o f  the  Rrsourcr  Mmrgrmcnt
Plan draft . After  examining  i t , I  rrriized  t h a t  ther.  w*re
s*rious  rrasons  t o  be conccrncd. O u r  cumwnity  dcpcnde  hcauiiy
o n  the S t r i p ’ s  r*sourc*s. The l conpcnic aff*ctr  could b*  v*ry
l w i ous.

The additional regulations proposed  in the MP  w i l l  rduerse-
iy  affect  l o c a l  comnunitlcs. The  Par i a Plateaus and Canyons
should not bc  designated an XEC  as r*conm*nd*d  in Aitcrnrtivcs  3
and 4. The Paris  already contains a wlidcrncss  a-**. Proposed
prescriptions  such as closing the  Plateau  and canyons to mineral
location and  woodland product sales  or designating th.  Paris
Riuer  a wild and scenic riuw  ar*  unnec*scar~. Prot*ction  o f  th*
area’s  various values  could k accomplished Just as affectively
by less  r*trictiv*  management prescriptions.

Our  ilvclihood  could b.  rcriousir  rffcctcd  by these  chang*s.
A l  tcrnat  iv*  4  o f  the  RMP  s**mr  I ik* the  I ogicai  answ*r. WC need
t o  s..  t o  i t  t h a t  thcsr  reswrc*s  rrnrin  auaiirbiL  t o  use. T h .
10s. o f  timber, mining,  &  Qrazinp  r ights could not be rcplaccd.

Sinc*r*ir.
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May 17, 1990

0 5 2 9 7

nr . Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land th!,lQWW”  t
Arizona Strip Oitrict
390 North 3050 East
St. G~oI-Q~,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

After reviewing  the Resourc* Manag*swnt  Plan, 1 km conccrncd t h a t
my  o f OUP forest/woodlP”d  Rerourc*s  plac*d i n t o  a sp*cial

T’
nan~g*m*nt category could b* lost to us.

z These PCSO"PC.S  need to be protected by US. We nerd to .n.ur.
N that the forests l r* well-managed and a healthy productive ccosy-

stem maintained. We need to l chieu* and maintain optimum QPaLlth
Of the Pinion Pine, thereby  maintaining the health and vigor of
the stands.

llr  b i g g e s t concern is t h a t  WC  cannnot protect t h e m  from a
catastrophic f i r * or infestations. Our  I-.sources  need to b,
maintained and cared for. If w. don’t use them we could loos.
them.

Altrrnatiu*  2 designat*s  15,200 acres  of  Pond*rosa forest (all  of
OUP camlerci  al for*st o n the Arizona Strip District) in
Pianagemmt  Cat*gory  C - ‘forest managrm*nt  for the l nhancwnent of
other us*s: These forests should be managed for their own
inher*nt  value, and not to l nhanc* other valu*s.

1 rupport Alternativ* 4 with th* modification that rl  1 15.200
acres  of forest be placed  in Manrgemcnt  Category A and bc managed
f o r  intensiue  multiplc use.

Thank YOU,

May 19, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Burrw of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

The ClOSi”Q of 452,800 acres to public us* and placing it
into wilderness would not be a” effective mcasurc on the Arizona
strip. Under al tcrnrtiuc 4 of the RMP draft, closure of roads on
the 690,400 acr*s  may only  pranotc  Ol+J’s to develop  d*tours and
mark up the land. I  don’t  feel  that Y O U  can tie up our pub1 ic
land for this single typr of  recr*ation.

Th*sc lands  ne*d to remain op*n to multiple use. The Parir
Plateaus and Canyons s h o u l d  n o t  b* designated an ACEC as
rrcoRmend*d in Altrrnatives  3 and 4. The  Parir l lr*ady contains
1 wi ldern*ss at-**. Proposed prescriptions such as closing the
Pl atrsu and canyons to mineral location and woodland product
sales or designating the Paris River  a wild and scenic river are
not neccssarr. Protection of the area’s various ualu*s  can b*
rccanpl  i shed just as l ff*ctiuely by less rcstrictiue management
p r e s c r i p t i o n s .  W* w-e not going to benefit  from placing such
hcauy restrictions on this area.
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nag 20, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis.

c
CL

In reguards to the Resource Management Plan draft for the Arizona

2:
Strip I favor Alternative 4.

I feel Alternative 4 administrates public land for multiple use
the bent for all concarned.

Sincerely,

f

ulfu-
--=

M r .  Dennls.Curtls
BUre8U  Of Land thnAQement

Arlzonr  Strip District
390 North 3050 E a s t
St. Gcor~,  Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Curtlsr

After examining  the Resource Hanavrnt Plan draft  for the
krlxona  Strip, 1 haue  concluded that al ternatlvr  4 would be the
mo8t  lopiC81  a l t e r n a t i v e  t0  b e  p u t  i n t o  action.

The Arizona Strip District is. a n d  will rom8ln, remote.
kveral factors detrnnlne  whether an  area  will be deweloped or
remain remote. me  terraln,  Its location ,  avallabilltr o f  water,
Its rccrrsabl I I ty, and whether It Is inhabited are Just a few of
these factors. Ue don’t  need to intrrfcr  In this process.

: : :.
By deslgnrting  such a huge  amount of acreage  Into uildwness

t h e  land  becomes vtrtuallv  inaccssslblr t o  all.  There i s  rlremIv
l nouph remote, uninhlbl ted places f o r  backpackers. Lets  tBkr
Into account the other 99X  who haue  to naLc* a IlvinQ In this
area: .TalCing WY the preclou8  resources would only  cause great
hard*.1  ps
~Inc’bniY.

t,o  $h.e v-q in this VW who depend on thea foe the Ir
Alternitlvii4  would  c6ntinue  t o  provtde  thrsr opportunl-

.tl8-  whllc  prwiding.the  rorote areas  f o r  t h o s e  *ho &8lre  to-use
.tho  land  .ln thl-  way.

.- :.
SIncerely,



05300

May  9, 1990

Dennis  Curtis Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona  Strip District
390  North 3050 East
St. George. UT 84770

Deu Mr. Curtis:

I uTrithgt0  c-ntonthe  draft Resource yanag-t Plan
for the Arizonk Strip.

Am UI employee  of a contracting company which Is involved in
urrnium  mia.lng on the Arizona Strip, I depend on our public lands
md their r**&rca8  for my lir~lihbod. r am Yuy cancarnad  that
the landba mansad  for m&tiDls  um and  wt further restrictAd

far  road6. P
<the

.  rueced tarrain.  e t c . Will
protact  t&e  rowto character of de &d for the~foreseeable
future  rfthout 8dditional  tegulrtory  restrictiorm.

In fut.  tha only  t.I+g  in jeoprrdy  OP the Ariranr Strip i8
the abilit
Pw45 tjo *

of us lac: residenti  to find ad keep secure.  decant
in fU6 of ever-incrusing  govamwntd

regulrtoq  controls. Kith th@ huge
the raglan Cmuchof  rhich im

mountof  federal  lu$sz
already withdrawn from-

utivitiem>.  ma haye  beem  forced to rely on lower  paying, often
swscaml  jobs in tam SOY-t or taur1&7e1rtad  ~wAara.  The
mi.uiag d thbu  indbtriem  provide ma, of us a decent living
" -11 " aa smsontial -cm of tu reYenues  for our
cdti.8.

Aa much u I would prefer no additional restrictions 001  the
laadm  of the Arizonr Strip, I realize that

Ei
litical realities

diet&a  that l ma land  management rerisionm made. with that
in mind, I recomnnd  that the BU mqport  Alternative 4 Ritz
madificrtioTm  t&at  will ensure  intauive  multiple use  of &&
r*wurc*t3.

Thank you  for the opportunity to express my tiers.

Sincerely. A

05-301

May  17. 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona  Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St.  8tOrQc,  UT 04770

Dear fir.  Curtis:

I don’t understand the need for such emphasis on remotncss
in the Resource Management Plan draft. When the area surrounding
the Arizona s t r i p  i s  waluated, one must SUPQl,' real  i z* that
primi  tivr bacK country settings arc presently hcavi ly conscn-
trated  both within the Strip and all around it.

The Strip does not need to exc)~ de more  area from other  uses
to allow for more wildcrncss. The EIJI  must manage the remaining
resources very actively and wisely. These areas  need to provide
mu1  tipI* USC. With the l imited priuats land auailkhlc  for  de-
uclopment in our area, it is rxtremrlr important that we don’t
kl lar, our public lands to be  tied  up into this type of one USC
plan.

The Parashant  area  should not be designated a RCA as YOU
suggest in Al ternatiuc  2, or a SWM as is proposed in Alternative
3. Regulations disallowing new permanent QrUinQ permits,  new
permanent roads, or improved access are not consistent with
mu 1 t i p 1 c u*e  management . I support mu1  tipl*  us*. Adopt al tcr-
native 4 and make  modifications to allar  for such use.

Sincerely,



0 5 3 0 2 0 5 3 0 3

M a r  I?, 1 9 9 0

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I be1 ieue that we need to plan for the future if we want to
continue to exist in this area. We must develop our naturrl
resources to provide for future growth in our area.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would stop any future development on the
Arizona Strip. It would ClOW WIY possi  bl i ty of
agricultural entry into this area, and no future leases would be
granted for the use of the%+  pub1  ir lands. Not only  w i l l this
affect those involved wi th Energy  Fuels through the mining of
these resources, but if wi 11 affect future timber harucst  exprn-
tion and those with grazing permits. We need to balance use and
conservation of renewable resources  t o provide sustained
productivity.

The Parashant  area should not be designated a RCA as YOU suggest
in Alternative 2, or a SRM as is proposed in Altcrnatiue 3. The
proposed managcmen  t prescriptions such as no new permanent
grazing permits or no new permanent roads or improved access are
not consistent with multiple use management. The Paria Plateaus
and Canyons should not be designated an ACEC as r*comnendcd in
Al tcrnatives 3 and 4. The Paris already  contains a wilderness
*.r*a.

Al ternat  i ve 4 anunended  as  indicated above would let t h i s area
l e g a l l y  r e m a i n open to future development. We can’t lock of f
this area from the needs we may have in the future. LC  t’s con-
tinue with multiple use management of this district.

Thank you,

May 1 0 ,  1 9 9 0

Mr. Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. Grmge,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr. Curtis:

I have examined a copy  of the draft of the Resource Mmago-
mcnt  Plan for the Arizona Strip. M Y  concern 1 Ies  with the Area 6
designations.

The RtlP lists various areas qualifying for special manage-
m*nt. In my opinion, these are the very areas which should be
left open so that whatever is needed may  be accanpl  iShed.  I f
sensitiue  areas are excluded from certain uses, W .  m.y be shoot-
ing ourrelucs  in the foot by 1 imiting  the management  tools auail-
able to use.

I realize that we should be concerned about these areas,  but
I  feel  that YOU  have been overzealious  in your efforts to protect
them. Each area should be examined and a decision made on a case
by c a s e basis. Please examine the Logan and  Trumbull al-.*s,
Parashant  and Black Rock Mountains, woodland areas, and  al 1 areas
new under 1 i vestock permits. They should be managed for mu1  tiple
use and placed in Area fi - Category A.

Alternatiue 4 seems to be the best approach to take  at this
time on the strip. These lands should not be ‘tied up. Lets
allow for multiple use of our public lands.

Sinccrcly,



05-304

M a r  10,  1 9 9 0

05-305

Mar 17, 1990

Mr . Dennis Curtis
Bureau  of Land ManaQrment
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  N  3 5 0  E
St. G~oI-ge,  UT 84770

Dear  Hr. Curtis:

I have recent  I y rcuiewd the  Resource tlanagcment  Pi an draft
for the Arizona Strip. Of the  alternatives listed, 04  S.CrnS  t o
be the most reasonable solution.

We are fortunate to hauc  unlquc breccia  pipe  mineral deposits
within the  Strip which, durinQ  the  part  dacrde, have yielded a
major portion of the nation’s uranium production. I t  h a s  been
proven that the  Strip’s uranium PCSCPV~S  can bc developed without
harming other  important resources.

The  mining  of this mineral has caused a great Qrwth  in our
.I-... I f  access were  t o  k taKcn  away  F r a n  t h i s  resource.  there
would not be employment  oppartunitcs  for these new pcopi. and
they would have to relocate. Not only would this be l hardship,
but it would be  next to impossibic  to sell their homes in such an
l conani cri 1  y depressed area.

The BLW  should promote  the  dwelopment  of important natural
t-.SWrC*S an pub1  ic lands. The  multiple use  of this public
land h a s  been  a  QoOd thing. uhy  chanw  t h a t ?  This  area h a s  been
enjoyed  b y  many,  a n d  t h a t  i s n ’ t  win9  t o  chmQ@  unless  W C  maK@  i t
inrccesibie  to thr people by locking it up into wiidrrness  area.

Sincerely,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land MaoaQrmw-it
Arizona Strip District
3 9 0  North 3050 East
St. G~oI-Q*,  UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I am writing concerning the draft of thm  Rcsourcc ilwwgwnent
Plan for the Arizona Strip. I  have  reason to be seriously
concerned after rcuiewinp  this draft. With the  emphasis that is
being  placed  on ACEC’s and wildtrncss, I  fear for  mr  future
l mplorment on the Strip.

The Parashrnt  area should not be derignated  a RVI  as you supgest
in Alternative 2, or a SRFb+  as is proposed in Alternatiur 3. The
proposed manaQem,nt  prescript iOn% such as no new permanent praz-
in9 pcrmi ts or no new pwmanwtt roads or improved access arc not
consistent with multiple use  mmagwnent. RCCS’s,  m’s, a n d
other restrictions to Hultiple Use should not be employed.

I realize that it is important that  we  l uaiuatc this area and
make corrections in previous management methods if ncccssar~.  I
feel  that altwnatiucs  2 and 3 arm far too restrictiuc. The
draft !JHP’s  new special management areas (ACEC’s special C~CPCI-
tion management areas, resource  conservation areas  and B areas)
are simply another bricK  in the  wall which cvcntualiy will reuit
in the  total prohibition of my dewiopment  on public lands.

Alternative 4 maKes  it possible for nr continued +pioylnent  on
the Strip. It l lluus for use now and in the  future by allowing
us to continue to deurlop  the resources  in the District. How-
ever, modifications netd  to be made to the  draft for emphasis of
mu1  tiplc use  of  these pub1 ic lands.

ThanK  YOU,



05-306

Hay  11, 1990

0 5 - 3 0 7

nay 18,  1990

Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050 East
st. George, UT 84770

Mr. Curt is :

I &In greatly  conccrncd  every  your  derirc  to remove much of th?
land from  the  Arizona Strip and place it  Into wi 1 derness. This
region needs to provide for the needs of many. To sacrif ice these
ualurble  ~csou~c+s  i n  the  n a m e  o f  ‘ r e m o t e n e s s  rcceeation’  is  uary

-5
short sighted.

The Resource Management Plan cueremphasizcs  the  need  for  ‘remotc-
ness- which it  defines as ‘recreation cxpertence  opportunit ies in
backcountry, natural -appearing sett ings. . 8Lfi  feels apparently,
that i t must impose further restr ict ions on m u l t i p l e  use  t o
prcrcrvc the r*notc character of the Strip. It p r o p o s e s  t o
create  scucrrl  new  special management areas to do so. Looking at
the Str ip  in  a regional  context,  however,  addit ional  restr ict ions
arc  unneccssa~-Y  and inappropriate.

W C cannot continue  in this fashion and contiune t o  give in to
there ‘rich- environmental ists. You nerd to l isten to the needs
of  the major i ty . I  feel  t h a t  a d o p t i n g  alternrtiuc  4  i s  OVP  only
choice.

Thank you,

Dennlr  Curtls
Bureau of Land Management
~rlzona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
St. George,  UT 84770

Dear  Hr .  Curt is

I don’t feel that tieing up more of our  land into wilderness
is the answer to the problems we are experiencing. We need  t o
learn to manage what is available to use. Wr  h a v e  a rcsponsibl  i-
ty  t o  t h e  l a n d . It should not be taken  l ightly. .  The government
seems to be making these  decisions dor  us by designating more and
more land as wi lderness. If  thr land is managed wisely it  can
meet  the needs of many.

Current ly  ouer  PA  of  the str ip is designated a% wi lderness.
tlanagement  is needed of the forested land remaining. We should
manage  the forests to show  what a uul  I managed forest provides.
I recarmend  a she1 tercd  wood harvest . I recommend puttinp  th is
resource  i n t o  crtagory  A  w i t h  intensive  rPCOUFCC  uscage. I also
recommend  putting the Logan and Trumbull  areas, Parashant  and
Slack  Rock Mountains, woodland areas,  and areas  now under
l ivestock permits into catapory  A.

Fran  the  Rcsourcc  Management Plan, I  hauo  concluded that the
desire  is  to  take  more of  this area  and lock it qway. I  support
Alternative 4. Lets keep this area  auailable  to the people.

Thank-you,



0 5 3 0 8

Mar  19,  1990

Dennis Curt is
Bur~ru  of Land ,-,Nl&Qt”Wn t
Ar izona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
St. George.  UT 84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I  want to stand up and br  cou”t*d. I am in favor of al  tcrnattuc
4 of th*  R*rourc*  flanagcmcnt  Plan for the Arizona  St r ip  D is t r ic t .

5
It  i%  in the brst  intrrrrt  of r*sid*nts  in Kanab and Fredonia.

MU-IY d*p*nd  o n th* continued us* a n d  dcuclopmcnt  o f these
PCIO”CCS f o r th*ir  livrlihood. Tioing  up 452,800 additional
act-** would place  restrictions  o n  mincrrl dcuclopmrnt, timber
harursting, and Qratinp  r ights . Th*  *ff*ctc  would b*  dctrcmental
to us i f  rltrrnrtiues  2 or 3 w*r*  adopted. I support l ltcrnrtiur
4 with modif ications stressing  multipl*  us* of our lands. We  a l l
nc*d to us* our pub1  ic lands. Don’t  l imit  their  us* to just  a
f*w.

For l xampl*, the Paris Pl atraus and Canyons should not bc
d*signrt*d  an ACEC  as r*conun*nd*d  i n  Alternatives 3 and  4. Thr
Part&  rlrcadr  c o n t a i n s  a wildcrnrss  ~*a. Propor*d  prcscrlptionr
such as closing th*  Plateau  and canyons to min*ral  location and
wood1  and product sal*s  or designating the  Parir  Rivrr  a w i l d and
sc*n  ic river  at-*  unn*c**swY. Prot*ction  o f  the area’s  various
valu*s  (cul  turr1, retreat  i onal  , *ct.> could b*  atcanplirhcd  JUSt
as l f f*ctiu*lr  by I*ss  r*strictiu*  manapcmcnt  prescript ions.

Thank you,

0 5 - 3 0 9

Mav  1 0 ,  1 9 9 0

Drnnis  C u r t i s
Bureau  o f  L a n d  llanagcmrnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050  E
S t .  G*org*,  Ut  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

I  hau*  r*ui*w*d  th*  d r a f t  o f  th*  R*sourc*  Hanrgcm*nt  P l a n
for th*  4rizona  Str ip and 1  am in support of Altcrnativc  4;
hau*ucr  , I f*rl some chrngrs  could be mad*  to b*ttcr  al  low w
ths  f u l l  us*apc  o f  t h i s  ~*a.

I  s u p p o r t Al tcrnatiuc 4  w i t h  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  t o includr
int*nsiu*  multiple “SC  managem.”  t. We n**d  to bc allowed  t o
ci*uclop  t h e  n a t u r a l  r*sourc*s, rrcrration  opportuniti*s, timbw
PCSO”PCCS, and grazing r*sourc*s.

ThrnK  rcq,



05-310 05311

M a y  1 7 ,  1 9 9 0

Mr. D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land tlanagcmant
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390 North  3050  East
St .  George ,  L IT  84770

Dear  Ur . Curt i 5

I  realize  t h a t  i t  i s  i n  o u r  bc5t  interest  t h a t  the  BLM
rtviews  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip  pe r iod ica l l y . MY  biQQe5t  CORCCP~  at
th is  time  i s  t h a t  o u r  area  rn.5~  bc  l concmic5 l ly  a f fec ted  by  any  o f
the  p o s s i b l e  change5  t h a t  c o u l d  taKc p lace.

Because  I  am  f i n a n c i a l l y  d e p e n d e n t  o n  t h e  resources  o f  the
Ar i zona  S t r ip , any ChanQeS  c o u l d  have  a  ser ious  a f fec t  upon me.
I’ve rcuicwrd  th t  Rcsourcc  ManaQemrnt  P l a n  a n d  I  d o n ’ t  agree  wi th
thin95  as  they are  s ta ted .

Af te r  compar ing  the  four  altcrnatiucr,  one  must  thinlc  which
is  the  bes t  fo r  the  proplc  o f  this  area. Al t5rnatiu.r  3 and 4
rcccmmend  decignating  the Parir  Plrteaus  and Canyons a5  an ACEC.

Thw  Paris  already  conta ins  a  w i lderness  a rea . R e s t r i c t i o n s
closing the Pl  atcau  and canyons to mineral locat  ion and wood1  and
product  sa les  a rc  unnecessary . P ro tec t ion  o f  th is  area’s  variou5
values  c o u l d  b e  rccanplirhed  jus t  as cffcctivclr  by  less
restrictiuc  managwnrnt  pr*scriptions. I am in support of al ter-
native  4  w i t h  c h a n g e r  r e f l e c t i n g  m u l t i p l e  “55.

ThanK-you,

May 18,  1990

D e n n i s  C u r t i s
Bureau  of Land Management
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390 North  3050  East
S t .  George ,  U  84770

Dear  Mr .  Cur t i s :

Many  5ignificant  Changes  c o u l d  o c c u r  o n  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip  i f
Al ternat ives 2  OP 3 are  a d o p t e d  fran  the  Rcsourcr  Management  Plan
o f  the  Ar i zona  S t r ip . ChanQeS wouq  d affect 1 i vc5tocK  operlt  i on5
a n d  m i n e r a l  ~xplorltion/d+uclopm5nt.

The Parashan  t area  shou ld  no t  be  des igna ted  a  RCA as Y O U
5UQQcSt  i n  Alt*rnatlu*  2 , or a SR+@  as  is proposed in Al  tcrnat  ivc
3 . The proposed man5gcmcnt  methods such as no new  prrmanen  t
g r a z i n g  p c r m i  t s  OP n o  new permanent  r o a d s  o r  i m p r o v e d  access  a r c
n o t  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  m u l t i p l e  use management .

I f  a1  ternat  iue 4 ~5~5  a d o p t e d  many o f  thcsc  o p e r a t i o n s  c o u l d
c o n t i n u e  as pre5ently  con5titutcd. This  is  a  very  i m p o r t a n t  step
if we want t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  reside  i n  the area surrounding the
Ar  i zone S t r i p . We  need  to  emphas is  multiple  “55  o f  o u r pub1  i c
1 ands. They  need  to bc  u%cd  by l l 1.

Thank-you ,



05-312 05-313

war  19, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT  84770

Dear f-k. C u r t i s :

The Resource flanagement  Plan places  too many  I  imitations on land
use  on the Arizona Strip. The ELM has thr  authority to direct

s the  activities that occur on the lands administered by them. The
RAP I S  ccunterproductiuc  i n  I t s  dcslrrs t o  l i m i t  the use  o f  o u r
resources on there publ ic lands.

Adopting this plan as implrmrntcd  does not allow us to  Care  for
this land and its resources. Much effort  has been  put forth to

make  this land fruitful. Adoption of alternatiucs 2 or 3 would
only reverse  al 1 this hard work. Not only wil I  i t  affect the
land, but it will affect the l conomicrl well  being of manr  in
the Kanab  and Frcdonia  area.

WC nerd  to keep  this area open for public use. Adopt al tcrnatiuc
4 and allow  multiple use  of  thir  area. One step that would add
to these multiple use  areas  would be to manage  the Paris Plateau
for Multiple U8t. ACEC  and SW designations are inappropriate
as they would essentially put a buffer against the  existing
wilderness resulting in defactn  wilderness. Such ar.as haue
already been  eliminated  by study, and the actual *wilderness,  with
no buffers, has been  l pprourd by congress.

Mar  20, 1990

nr , Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. CSeorgc,  UT 84770

Dear  nr.  Curtisr

Creating 452,800 acres of spicial management ar,as under
al tcrnat  iuc 3 would not be an effective measure on the  Arizona
Strip. Under al tern&t  iw 2 of the RMP drrf t,  closure of roads on
the 690,400 acres may only prompt OHU’s to deuclop detours and
mark up the land. 1 don’t  feel  that YOU can tic up our pub1 ic
land  for this single type of recreation.

These lands need to remain open  to multiple use. WC are not
going to benefit  from placing such heavy restrictions on this
area. I support al ternatiur 4.

Thank you.
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Mar  17, 1990

05-315

Mar 17, 1990

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

D~rr Mr. Curtis

In your Resource tdanaQwn~nt  Plan draft for the Arizona Strip
you stated that  the  ‘prcfcrred’  alternative was U2. Th i s causes
In. t o  WOPPY, because the loss of the  rcsolrcrs in this rcgi  on
could have a serious affect on my future.

4.
Our cannunitr  is relatively  far from regional  economic hubs.

As a co”~.qu.“c., WC must lWQ*lY  depend on local industry and  on
the  continuation o f  multiple use  of BLM administered public land
to sustain our cconanic  base. I n  t h e  last  stucral  years,  hw-
l VCP, many  local industries such as mining and ranching hauc  been
operating on the margin. The proposed management methods suggest
no new permanent grazing permits , no new permanent roads, and  no
improved access. This is not consistent with multiple use  man-
agemen  t . These requlations would cause  many  of these operations
t0 QO Under.

The Parrshrnt  area  should not be design&ted  a RCA as you
sugQcst in Al tcrnrtiuc 2, or a SRW as is proposed in Al tcrnat  iw
3. Increased BLM regulation that further restricts the opportu-
nities for comncrcial  rctiuitles  should occur only  where specific
circumstances clearly demand  such regulation. I do not see  a
need  to maK* any major  ChanQSS  at this time. fhui, I support
Altrrnatiue  4  a s  the best choice t o  m&c. B Y  so doing,  there
public lands would still  br able provide this important econanic
base  that WC nerd so badly  in this wea  at this time.

Sinc+cl  y,

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Although it was a dif f icult  tasK canprehending  what was
actually stated in the Rcsourcc Managcmcnt  Plan of the Crizonr
Strip, I was  l bic to sanewhat understand it and I wasn’t excited
about what I read. I  d o n ’ t  feel  t h a t  the rltcrnatiucs  Icrue
enough land l uailablc for multiple use. I suggest dcsi gnat i ng
the  UinKarct  <Logan and Trumbull), Parrshant  and BlrcK ROCK
Mountains, woodland areas,  and areas  now under 1 iucstocK permi  ts
as mutl iplc use  areas and place them  in Category  4.

According to the draft , economic deuelopmrnt  has not been
true1 y addressed. The  surrounding cormnunitics  need  devclopmcnt
of its natural resources, it ’s forest products, and continued
Qrazing  p*rmi ts. The  carmunities  basically support the concept
o f  multipl* use. I Knw of no one  who want5 to abuse the  lands,
the water, OP thr air. I  feel  that the people in this arca also
should hauc  a right to support thear  families.

The present  management team  at the BUI  has been  rcsponsiuc  to
the people in this area, and I hope this attitude can continue.
I don’t feel  that  multiple use m&naQwnent  has rec.eiucd  l nOUQh
consideration in the RMP draft . As things stand, I am in support
Of alternative 4 with ChanQeS  t0 reflect  mUltipIe  uscape  Of out-
pub1  ic lands. ?
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MOY  18,  1990

05-317

May 18,  1990

Dennis C u r t i s
Bureau o f  L a n d  tlana~ement
Ar i zona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
S t .  George, U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  M r .  C u r t i s :

W C  i n  t h i s  region  hauc f e l t  the pressures  o f  continucly
lossinp  use t o  o u r  p u b l i c  l a n d s  t o  one  t h i n g  o r  a n o t h e r . I do

5
admit  the  some  o f  the reasons  are  v a l i d ,  b u t  WC  can  only  h a n d l e
so  much. We  .r.  affrctrd  b y  w i l d e r n e s s .  wilderness  study  areas,
N a t i o n a l  p a r k s ,  rcscrvrt  ions , a n d  the nww  t h r e a t  o f  closing
down our timber resources  do to the endangered Spotted (*rl.

The Resource  Manrgcmcnt  P lan  d ra f t  fo r  the Arizona  S t r i p
f o c u s e s  n a r r o w l y  o n  the only  p u b l i c  l a n d s  i n  t h i s  arca  that  are
s t i l l  o p e n  t o  m u l t i p l e  USC  a n d  i g n o r e s  t h r  b r o a d e r  p i c t u r e  o f  a
region  which  i s  l a r g e l y  a l r e a d y  w i t h d r a w n  fran  m u l t i p l e  use.
There is no shortage  of land to explore and enjoy  when looking
fo r  a wilderness  exper ience .

I  s u p p o r t  Alternative  4  w i th  mod i f i ca t ions  reflectinp
multlplr  “se. Areas  should bc  managed for this purpose. S u c h
areas  t h a t  w o u l d  f i t  u n d e r  t h i s  d e s i g n a t i o n  a r c  Lopan  and Trum-
b u l l , Parrshant  and Elack  Rock Mountains, woodland areas,  and all
areas  now under 1 iuertock  permits. Please  consider  these  changes

when  mak ing  the f i n a l  desicisions  f o r  the Rcsourcb  Management
P l a n .

Dennis  C u r t i s
Bureau of Land Management
FIr izona  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
390  Nor th  3050  East
S t .  GeOrQe,  UT  84770

D e a r  M r .  C u r t i s

I feel t h a t  the  Resource  Management  P l a n  d r a f t  f o r  t h e  A r i z o n a
St r ip  has  taken  t o o  aggressiur s teps  fo r  l and  ma in tenance  o f  the
D i s t r i c t . Th is  is  espec ia l ly  noticable  under  a l te rna t ives  2  and
3.

Planagemcn  t p r e s c r i p t i o n s for LPCIS  o f c r i t i c a l l n u i r o n m c n t a l
concern w i t h  c u l t u r a l  values  w o u l d -  have  more res t r ic t ive  managc-
mcnt. These areas would be withdrawn frcm m i  nerrl l o c a t i o n ,
closed t o  w o o d 1  &rid  harves t , vcgctrtion  m a n i p u l a t i o n w o u l d  be
prohi  bi ted, a n d  Oh’s  w o u l d  be  l i m i t e d  t o  e x i s t i n g  r o a d s  a n d
trai  1s.

tlorc o f  thcsc  p u b l i c  l a n d s  need  t o  b e  o p e n  t o  m u l t i p l e “SC. I
sUQQ*st  d e s i g n a t i n g  Lopan  and T r u m b u l l , Parashan  t and  B lack
Mounta ins , wood1 and areas, and  a reas  now under  l i ves tock  permi ts
as areas  o f  mu1  t  i p l c  use management. The Paria  Plateau should
a lso  bc  managed  fo r  Mu l t ip le  Use. &XC a n d  SRl% d e s i g n a t i o n s  a r e
i nappropr  I ate as  i t  wou ld  essent ia l l y  pu t  a  bu f fe r aga ins t t h e
e x i s t i n g  w i l d e r n e s s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  defacto  w i lderness .

We need  t o  br conscicncious  o f  o u r  e n v i r o n m e n t , b u t  I  feel  t h a t
these  measures  arc  t o o  extreme. 61  trrnatiuc  4  mr’ets  the  nrcds  o f
the XIX’s  w i t h o u t  l o c k i n g  u p  these  resources . Thus, I support
al ternat  / “C 4  w i t h  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  s t r e s s i n g  m u l t i p l e  use manage-
ment.

S incere ly ,
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rlr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390  North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr.  Curtis:

WC are faced with the rcsponsiblity of making sane  vary
important decisions concerning the Arizona Strip. 1 think that
the Yl decision that should be made is that WC  keep  thcsc lands
available for multiple use. This area  can bc  used by many. We
shouldn’t shut off the flew of its Jmportant  natural resources.
&rcas  that should be managed for multiple use and placed in
Category CI  are Logan and  Trumbull, Parashant  and El rck Rock
Mountains, wood1 and areas, and areas now under liuetock  permits.

Tying up so many additional acres into wilderness is not
going to meet  the needs of the people in our area. Not only do
these lands provide for recreational use, but they also provide
an economic base for many people. This area is hard pressed for
Qood year  around employment. Tourism is good for some, but it
can’t provide for all. To take the opportunity away  frcm the
people  in Northern &rizona  and Southern Utah to expand and grow
would cause a great economical  strain.

I support Altcrnatiue 4 of the Resource Manqgcment  Plan for
the  Flrizona  Strip Region; however, i t is necessary that modif  i-
cations be made to it stressinp multiple use.

Sincerely,

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 N 3050 E
St. Qeorgc, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I  have  read the Resource ManaQAment  Plan draft for the
Arizona Strip. I wasn’t really  cxci ted about mr of the
Alternatives as they WV*  stated. Of the altcrnrtiucs  l vai Iable
I support *4, but I  feel  that this rltcrnrtiue  could be revised
to better  reflect the needs of thr p*oplc  in this region.  I t
needs to be modified to reflect  multiplr use of these public

1 ands. I would suggest dcsignatinp  the Uinkaret  (Logan and
Trumbull) , Parashant  and Black Rock t’lountains,  woodland areas,
and areas  now under livestock permits as multiple use  areas.

We have  many nerds  that riced  to bc meet  fran  our public
1 ands. Because opportunities to use private lands are so
limited, we depend  heavily on our public lands to fi l l  in the
Paps. Beyond the  use of this area  for  rrcrcrt  ion arc thost who
depend on it  for their  l ivelihood. This area does much to pro-
vide for tht needs OF  many in Northern Arizona and Southern Utah.

I  feel  that WC should rrvise this rltwnativc  to reflect  the
needs of many. Our alternatIve should be  more in. tune with
multiple use.

Thank YOU,
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Dennis CurtIs
Bureau  o f  L a n d  ManaQement
A r i z o n a  Strip  D i s t r i c t
390 North 3050 East
S t .  George,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Mr. Curt is

I da not feel that the Rerourc.  MrnaQement  Plan draft  for  the

<
Arizona Strip Area establishes the need for additional management
rertrictions. The impact of mmaQ.ment  restr ict ions on mult ip le
“ 5 .  c o u l d  b e  rubstantlal. Litt le evidence shows that such re-
str ict ions must be imposed to prote~ct  any resource.

The Pari  Plateaus and Canyons should not be desipnated  an #XC
as  recamrcnded  in Al ternatiws  3 and 4. T h e  Parir  already
contain5 l wildernc55  area. Proposed prescriptions such a5
ClorinQ  the P15t.w  and canyons  to mineral location and woodland
product sales or designating the Paria  River  a wi ld  5nd  5cenic
river  are  unnece55ary. Protection of the area’5  various  values
tcu1  turr1, rccrrat  ionrl, etc.)  could be accomplished just a5
e f f e c t i v e l y  by  1.85  rertricitiu.  mrnaQemant  prescription5.

Many of these areas  of concern 5~.  protected under federal mm-
aQ.rmnt  laws. Why inf l ict  “5  with  more restr ict ions,  and  rrpulr-
tion87  We have  seen that Recreational enjoyment can exist in
uni5on  wi th  harvrstinp  the mineral  and  t imber  ~esourcas. Alter-
nrtiue  4 is  my  choice to be5t  leave there public land5 as a
m u l t i p l e  ~5,  area.

nr . Dennis Curt is
Bureau of Land ,%N,aQ.m.nt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 Eart
St  . GQOPQ~,  U T  8 4 7 7 0

Dear M r .  C u r t i s :

At 5 t ime when unemployment is 50 high,  it  is important that
W C do all  we  can to f ind or create opportunities f o r increased
e m p l o y m e n t .  BY tieinp  up more of our public lands  into wilder-
n.55,  W. are  decrea5inQ  our chances for Qrowth and an improved
l conaei c ba5..

UC need  to examine all  of the alternatiues c1os.1~  b e f o r e
maKing the f i n a l  decirion. We need to take  into account the
“reds  w e w i l l  hau.  in the future 55  wel l  as  our present needs.
The manapemen  t method5 IU9QQSt  i “Q n o new permanent 9raz  i n9
permi  t5  o r  n o new permanent roads or improved access are not
con5i5tent  w i t h  mu1  t i p l .  ~5.  mmrQ.ment. These resources need to
rcmai  n open for exploration and d.u.lopm.nt. The needs of the
People in the surrounding comauni  ties  should be of serious con-
C.F”. We are  the on.5 that wil l  be affected.

Our future depends on th.5. P.~wPc.~. Al ternativos  2 5nd  3
WC l xce55iu. in there demand5. The Parash5nt  area  should not be
desiQn5t.d  a RCA as  You 5uQQest  in  Al  ternativ.  2,  or  5 SRW  55 is
proposed in Al ternat  Iu.  3. Al trrnat  iue  4 is my cpoice  because we
can continue to develop these resources and  receive benefits now
and In the futurA. A
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May 18,  1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land nanagement
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, VT 84770

Dear Mr. Denn  i I:

I have  reviewed the  draft of the Rrsourc*  Management Plan
for the Arizona Strip. I t  srcms  that suddenly thera is a big
scare concrrning  preserving the natural beauty of this earth.
This is a good thing because it has been  abused In many ways  wi th
many rduersc affects  to us its inhabitants. Howcvcr  , there are
limits to what we should do in the environmental area. We  have
wi ldcrners  areas, and to thinK that if we don’t designate certain
areas as such will lead to l xtinctibn is far from the truth.
Many different elements  lend to whether an area will be developed
or remain remote.

I support Al tcrnative  4 from the draft . To tie up 452,800
acres in additional wilderness is not going to benefit us in this
we*.. The  Paris Plateaus and Canyons should not be designated an
ACEC as recanncnded  in Al ternat  iucs 3 and 4. The Par i a al ready
con tri ns l wi I derncss area. Proposed prescriptions such as clos-
ing the PI l tcru and canyons to mineral 1 ocat i on and wood1 and
product sales  or designating the Paris Riuer  a wild and scenic
river a r e  unnecess*ry. Protection of the area’s various values
could bc accomplished just as rffectiucly  by less rcstrictiue
management precriptions.

We riced  the tax base  and  the  cash  flow that this area pro-
vides to us through  its natural resources. Please consider the
nredr  of us who depend  on this area for our I ivrl ihood.

Mr. Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis:

I  do not agree with the preferred alternative (2)  in the
Resource Hanrpemcnt Plan for the Arizona Strip. The Parrshan  t
area should not be designated a RCA as YOU  suggest in this
al trrnativc, or a SRI+I  as is proposed in altcrativc 3. The
proposed management methods such as no new permanent grazing
permits or no new permanent roads or improved access are not
consistent with mutiplc  us@  management. After a review  of thi ?I
draft , I  support Alternative 4 with modifications stressing mUI-
tiplc use.

This region  hosts many  resources. It needs to be managed  in
such a way as to make these resources rurilablc  for our use. We
need these resources for our finacial  well beinp.

A better approach would be manaprmcnt  planning. Mctrr and
road planning are needed in place  of remoteness management. An
area doesn’t nerd  to br deslgnrtcd  as wilderness in or&r  to StlY
that war!

Thank YOU,
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Dennis Curt is
Bureau  of Land Management
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 N 3050 E
St. Gcocgc,  UT 84770

Dear  Mr CurtIsI

I have l xunined the  Rrsourcc  Management PI  an d r a f t . The
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people in this area  need to stand up and be counted. I f  we  d o n ’ t
take  a stand now, It  c o u l d  br  t o  late.

Mining has prouidcd  many  needed jobs in our area. Where
would our communities be today if  these resources had not been
cxpl  ored  and cul t auattd? This region provides much needed graz-
ing for the ranchers of this area. The tlmbcr  could be haruested
In the  future  when demand is shown. There  i s  great  b e a u t y  t o  b e
seen  and enjoyed by al 1, and  I don’t feel  that the use of these
resources has threatened that.

What good would tieinp  up more l a n d  into wilderness do? Some
areas that should be manaped  for  mu1  tiplc  use we  Logan and
Trumbul l , Parashant  and  Black Rock Mountins, woodland areas,  and
areas  now  under 1 ivestocK  pcrmi  ts . t lodif ications need to bc made
in this plan to al low for multiple use management. I f e e l  t h a t
less people could enjoy  the  resources this land has to offer.  I
support Alt*rnatiur  4. It would add some additional acres for
wildcrncss  use, but would continue to rllcw  us th’c  use  of these
prcc,  0”s  reso”rCCs.

Sincerely,

0 5 - 3 2 5

Mar 17, 1990

HP. Dennis Curt is
Bureau Of Land ManaQemcnt
Arizona Str ip Distr ict
390 North 3050 East
S t .  GeOrQe, LJT  8 4 7 7 0

Dear  Mr .  Curt is

I t  seems  that more and more people arc  t ry ing to  take  lands
way  from the majority who need them and give  them to the  minor i -
ty  who wants thwn. I  think that W.  need  to dist inguish between
desires and needs. We all  have to do that with our own finances.
I t  is  t ime to do this when it  comes to determininp  the management

methods of our public lands.

The Parashant area  should not be designated a RCA as you
suQQcst  in  Al  tcrnatiuc  2, or  a SRHA  as is proposed in Alternative
3. The proposed management prescriptions such as no new  pcrmr-
ntnt grazing permits  or no new permanent roads or improved access
arc  not  consistent with mult iple USC  management. FIl  tcrnrt ivcs  2 dr
3 go ouerboard  in setting aside excessive wilderness area.  I
support al tc rnr t  ivc  4. By adopting this plan, we  could st i l l
have sunc  land available for multiple use. We need to USC  these
resource*, they are  cr i t ical  to  our  survival  In th is  area.

Thank you
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Mr. Dennis Curtls
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr. Dennis:

Dcu*lopm*nt  on the Strip is limited by various natural
characteristics of th* l r*a. Th* rugged terrain,  deep  canyons,
and lack of water have mad*  it  impossibl*  to dcuclop  c*rtain
arc*r. There is no basis to suggest  that the  basic remoteness of
the area i s  prcsrnlr thr*at*n*d  i n  a n y  rcspcct.

In  reading the R*sourc*  Managcmcnt  Plan draft that YOU  ar*
studying for this l r*a, 1 found that you apparently f*el  WC need
more  wi Id*rn*ss. I would say that 452,800 acres  is an outrrgcour
rrqucst. I  don’t  a.prr* with th* draft ’s plan to dcsignatr  th*
Parashant  ar*as  as a RCA under alt*rnatiuc  2 or as a SRHA as is
proposed in Altcrnatiu*  3. Th* proposed  manag*m*nt  methods such
as no new p*rman*nt  grazing pcrmi  ts or no new p*rman*nt  roads or
improved access are not consistent with multiplc us* management.

I  support Alt*rnatiue 4 in which 77,000 addition acr*s  be
d*signat*d  as wilderness; how*u*r,  WC should be certain  that w*
will hrvc acc*ss to th* important natural r*sourg*s.

Sinccr*  Y ,

/Qij!&Ja--.

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land tlanagemcnt
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, Utah 84770

Dear Mr Curtis:

Aftrr  reviewing  th* Resource ~~n~gcmcnt  P l a n  d r a f t  for the
Arizona Strip I am in support of a l  tcrnativr 4 . HOl..Jeu*l- ( the
Porir Pl atorus and Canyons should not bc designated an ACEC as
r*canm*n*d  in Al tcrnat  i u*  3 and 4. The  Paris already  contains a
wi 1 dcrn*ss area. Proposed prescriptions such as closing th*
Pl l tcau and canyons to min*ral  locat  ion and wood1 and product
Sal es o r  d*siQnrting the  Parir River  a wild a n d  scsnic  r i v e r  ar*
unnccesswy. Protection  of  th* area’s various urlucs  (cultural,
r*cr*ation, l tc.> could bc  rccanpIish*d  just as l ff*ctu*ly by
less rcstrictluc  mmagcm*nt prescriptions. Mak i nQ these changes
would b* in th* b*st  int*r*rt  of  th* majority.

This land is an important sourc*  of employment to us in this
al-e*. Th*rr  should be some  l mphasis places  on ‘long-term’ us*rs.
Th*r*  should bc rant  thought to prouidinp  inc*ntiu*s  to keep  th*m
inuolurd  a s tools for managcmrnt. T h i s  i s  th* most rel  iablc

method  of cnsur ing long t*rm upward trends  in rang*  and P*sOUPCe
condition. Long term, r*sourc*  us*ag* wi 11 continu*  to provided
the  much needed jobs, and tax base for our ccmmun i t i l s.

It Isn’t  our rcsponslbility  to create wildqrntss. Wi 1 dcr-
“.,S areas  natural 1~ l xist b*crusc of conditions of nrturc. I
don’t feel  th*r*  i s  a  shortage  o f  ‘r*mot*n*ss’  o n the Ar i zona
strip. Picas*  consider  altcrnativc 4 wh*n  making this important
decision.

Sincerely,
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D e n n i s  CurtIs
Bureau  o f  L a n d  flanPQW,,nt
Ar izona  S t r ip  D is t r i c t
390  Nor th  3050  East
St. Gco~Q~,  L IT  84770

Dear  M r .  Curtor:

I  hruc bcrn  o f  the  o p i n i o n  t h a t  p a r t  o f  t h r  ELM’s  respon-

T
slbilitirs  i s  to  %cc  that  o u r  p u b l i c  lands  a r e  n o t  m o n o p o l i z e d  b y
InY  particular  Q,-0”p  O f  people. Th is  means tha t  they  not  only
need  t o  be  i n  t o u c h  w i t h  the  needs  o f  the na tu ra l i s ts ,  bu t  they
need  t o  be  aw.rc  o f  the  needs  o f  those  who  “se  the  l a n d  t o
prouldc  f o r  t h e i r  l i u i n g . T o  h e l p  meet  t h r  needs  o f  a l l  these
pcopls,  t h e  o n l y  s o l u t i o n  i s  t o  1st  are  p u b l i c  l a n d s  be  used  f o r
a UarietY  O f  thinQs. P r o p e r  management  is  the  key  to  success in
t h i s  area.

Al ternat ive 4  fran  the  RHP  d ra f t  wou ld  bes t  meet  t h e  n e e d s
of many peep  1 l . S t e p s  s h o u l d  be  taKen  t o  allay  f o r  m u l t i p l e  u s e
o f  these  pub1  i c  I  ands. Logan and Trumbul  I  , Parrshant  and  B lack
Rock Mountains, woodland areas, and areas  now under  I ivestock
p c r m i  t s  s h o u l d  br derignatod  as Mul t i p l c  USC  areas. There  n o d s
t o  be l ess  emphas is  on  rec rea t ion  management,  e s p e c i a l l y  ‘ p r i m i -
t i v e ’ r e c r e a t i o n . We  need  to  sh i f t  away fra  th is  type  o f  single
use management. Th is  area  needs  t o  r e m a i n  o p e n  t o  meet  the  netds
of the many who use i t, whe ther  fo r  rec rea t iona l  use,  o r  f o r
their  1  i vc l  ihood. O u r  pub1  i  c  l a n d s  nerd  t o  be  geared  taards
mu1  t i p l c  USC.

When  mlKinQ  the  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n s  a b o u t  t h i s  r e g i o n ,  please
consi  dcr al ternat  i ve 4. I t  w i l l  meet  Chr  n e e d s  o f  a11 people.

Sinccr*ly.
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nr . Dennis Curtis
Bureau Of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George, UT 84770

Dear Mr. Curtis

I t  seems  that more  and more people  are trying to take  lands
away from the majority who need  them and give thrm to the minori-
ty who want them. I think that we  nerd to distinguish between

5
desires md needs. WC all  have  to do that with our own finances.
It is time to do this when it comrs.to  determining the management
methods of our pub1  ic lands.

A lrrgr  portion of the lands proposed for additional
restrictive management  are the same  lands recently studied and
released  from wilderness designation. Conpress decided  that
these lands should bc returned  to multiple use. Hwcvrr , the
Resource Maknr9elmn  t Plan’s new restrict i ens on thrsc 1 and% wool d,
for  all practical purposes, make  than wilderness areas. I pu.88
it shows bar well  federal  and  state  pourrnmrnt  works topether.

Alternatives  2 I3 go ourrboard  in setting aside  l xc~ssiue
wilderness area. I support rltrrnatiuc  4. 8~ adoptin  t h i s
plan, WC  could still  have  sane  land  available for nultlplr  use.
We  need to use thcsc resources, they arc critical.to  our suruiual
in this area.

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Mrnrpcmcn t
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St .  Gcor9c, ur 8 4 7 7 0

Dear Mr. Curtis:

Wr  i n  t h i s  repion  hauc felt  t h e  prcssurrs o f  continuely
lossinp use to our public land8  to one  thing or mother. I do
admit thr some  of  the reasons  are u&lid, but WC can only  handle
so much. WC are affected  by wilderness, wi Iderness  study areas,
National parks, reservations, and the newer threat of closinp
down our timber resources do to the endangered  Spotted Owl.

The Resource Manrpcmcnt P l a n  d r a f t  f o r  the Arizona  S t r i p
focuses narrowly on the only public lands in this area  that are
stil l  open to multiple use and  ignores the brordqr  picture of a
region which is lrrpely  already  withdrawn fron multiple USC.
There  is no shorta*  of land to explore  and enjoy  when looking
for  a wilderness experience.

I support Altmnatiue  4. I t  s.ems t o  be b e s t  able  t o  fmet
the demands of the many who use this area.

Thank Y O U ,
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ARIZONA DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY, INC.
PD.  Box 5241 l Phoenix. Arizona  85OlO
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M r .  D e n n i s  C u r t i s ,  T e a m  L e a d e r
A r i z o n a  S t r i p  D i s t r i c t
B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t
3 9 0  N o r t h  3 0 5 0  E a s t
S t .  G e o r g e ,  U t a h  8 4 7 7 0

R E :  A R I Z O N A  S T R I P R E S O U R C E  M A N A G E M E N T  PLAN
AND ENVIRONME I M P A C T  S T A T E M E N T

d.

Dear Mr. Curtis:

desert bighorn s
the wildlife port

and viability of
of lour  comments to

i& ,ihe  minerals and
‘&r&p  management.

MINERAL RESOW3

Alternatives 2
res t r i c t ions  t

cres  to seasonal
t o  t e l l  w h i c h
of the lack of

specific detail on the reference maps. I

WILDLIFE RESOURCES - BIGHORN SHEEP NUMBERS

ADBSS is concerned about managing bighorn sheep numbers as outlined in
Habitat Management Plans and the RMP. The target population number for
the Virgin Mountains is 100. but the current estimated population is
125-150. The draft RMP does not address how the BLM  would handle this
kind of situation when the two numbers do not jive.

2
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1 . Alternatives 2 and 3 in the RMP/EIS  provide similar direction for the manage-
ment and protection of bighorn sheep and their habitat.

2 . T h e  t a r g e t  p o p u l a t i o n  f o r  b i g h o r n  s h e e p  i n  t h e  V i r g i n  M o u n t a i n s  w a s  a p p a r e n t l y
conservative. We are pleased thatthis cooperative bighorn restoration effort has
been so successful and that the annual recruitment of bighorns has exceeded
expectations. The population of 100 was not intended to be a maximum
number. The intent is to manage for optimum populations of bighorns. This
means the most favorable populations according to reproductive capability and
carrying capacity of the habitat in association with other multiple uses of the
public lands.
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ARIZONA DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY, INC.
PO. Bo⌧ 5241 l Phoenix. Arizona 85010

We would like to see bighorn sheep numbers be allowed to expand to
maximum numbers consistent with habitat potential in all Arizbna  Strip 2
bighorn sheep populations. This does not suggest ‘optimum’ numbers’
because you have not defined what optimum numbers are.

ADBSS disagrees with the suggestion in Altenative 3 not to supplement
existing populations. There may come a time when new genetic material or
additional animals are needed to suppplement  a declining or failing
p o p u l a t i o n .
available.

It is imp$ant  to have this important management tool remain

,p:.e,:

another state?

LAMBING AC

A D B S S  s u p p
Arizona Strip big

EXCLOSURES  ‘?

non-degredation  criteria of the Wilderness Act.

RECREATION RESOURCES - OffV  OESIGNAl7ONS

ARIZONA DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY, INC.
PD. Box  5241 l Phoenix. Arizona 85010

More detailed maps would be a tremendous asset for reviewing this
recommendation. Our main concern is keeping enough vehicular access into
bighorn sheep habitat for wildlife management and hunting purposes

EXISTING ROADS

The Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 3 and 4. rehabilitating exhisting
roads where no public,,or  administrative need exists. ADBSS  is concerned
about the determinatih  of public need and who makes that determination.
We would like to insu&key  access routes into bighorn sheep habitat remain
available for hunter ug

Thank-you for the. op&nity  to comment on this document.

It is difficult to make an intelligent recommendation on this change agent
because only general location maps are provided to show where the
limitations and closures will take place.
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Mar  6, 1990

Dennis Curtis
Bureau of Land Management
Arizona Strip District
390 North 3050 East
St. George  LIT  84770

Dear  tlr Curtis:

After reviewing the  RMP for  the  Arizona Strip I noticed the
similarity of the  lmds proposed for restrictive management of

s
lands  recently studird for and released  fra  wilderness
designation. Congress determined  that these lands  be returned to
multipl* u*c. HauJ*VCP * the impact of adopting l lternitivcs 2 or
3 of this draft would again reverse the  designation of this land.

Congress h8s established procrssrs  for wilderness designa-
tions and withdrawal acttons. I t  chose  not to designate with-
draw,1  o f  these are.8. Much of the  local rnd national support for
the  wilderness legislation was bared on the  release  of such lands
f o r  mu1tip1*  “I.. BLM should not ncu  propose to do what Congress
chow not to do.

filternative 4 would be in hrrmonlr  with the previous  actions
undertaken  by the Congress.

Sinew-•ly.
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district and the hunan population is 10~. The only permanent residents live
in stall communities near the Utah and Nevada borders and along Highway 891
in House Rock Valley. Three highways cross the northern t ier of the
dis t r ic t . Ito  paved roads extend into the interior, but oser  5.262  miles  cf
unpaved roads and trails traverse the area. Nest  of the developaent  in  the
interior of the District is related to ranching and includes waters, fences,
and other types of rargeland improvements.

UNITED STAlE!S
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH ANDWlLDUFESEFlVlCE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
3616 L'.  Thomas.  Suira  6
Phoenix. Acizoru  85019

2-21-88-F-127
xiy  15, 1990

XEXORAXDUX

TO:

FROX :

S’JB JECT :

District Xanrger. Arizona Strip PiStriCt,  Bureau of Land Katagement.
St. George. Utah

Field Supervisor

BiOlogical  Opinion for the Arizona  Strip Resource Xsnagenent  Plan

This Biological Opinion responds to your request for formal consultstioo  with

-5
the Fish cod Vildlife  Service (n’s),  pursuant  to Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act of 197).  ss amended (Act), on the  Arizona Strip District Resource
Xanageaent Flan (h’ovsober  1989). Your request was  dated January 30, 1990.
and received by us on February 6. 1990. the species o: concern are: Brady
pincushion cactus (Fediocactus  b-1, Silor  pincushion cactus (Pediocacius
-1, Velsh’s  kilkeed  (Asclepias  velshiil  ,  woundf  i n  (Plioopterus
rratr.tissious),  Virgin River chub (Gila  rcbzsta  reainuda),  destri  tortoise
(Gouberus  agassirii), peregrine falcon (Falco  peregrinur  -1,  ad bald
e a g l e  Uialiaettua  leueoeephalus). This XII  will  affect Bureau  of Land
Xanagefient  @LX)  sduinis:ered  lands in Coccnino  and Xohase  Counties, Arizona.

The folloving  biological opinion is based on information provided in the
Kovaber  1989, draf:  Arizona Strip District (District) Rcsourca  Xinigcncnt
Plan IRXF)  and Environmental  Impact  Statement (EISI,  data in our files, and
other seureer of iafornation.

BIOLOGICAL OFIXION

It is ELM  bio:oCical  opinion that implewntation  of the Arizona Strip ;xF is
not likely to jeopardize the peregrire  falcon, bald eagle, desert tormise,
Brady pincushion cactus, Siler  pincushion csctus.  Velsh’s nilkwead,  woundfin,
or Virgin River chub or adversely modify or destroy critical habitat of
Yelsb's  ffiilkweed.

BbCRGROUh’D IXFORXATXON

Prtiect Description

The  Arizona Strip RXP will provide guidance for msnagcment  of public lands,
associated resources, and diverse &uliip:e  uses  on LhC  District over the nrrt
fifteen years. The planning area eacompsrser approximately 2.8 nillion  acres
of public lands in the northwest corner of Arizona  in the northern portions
of lohave  and  Coecnino  Counties. There are few communities within  the

?be BX proposes thirteen special management areas totaling 445,000 acres.
They include ten Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs),  comprising
59,210 acres: ti;o  Resource Cotsersation  Areas IPCAs),  comprising 159,OCO
acres; and one Special Recrea:ion  Kanagement Ar*a (3XA)  of 227,000 acres.

About 17,170 acres would be available for various public purposes around
communities. Proposed acquisition and exchange programs are focused CL
147,600  acres of State land and 9,700 acres of private lend. Tbe City cf
Page, Arizona  anticipates the need for expanded airport  facilities within the
next decade. Land vould  also be mad;  available for an erpansios  of the
Colorado Cit? airport .

All  of the District  w o u l d  receive SOE~ form of off-highray vehicle :3HV)
designat ion.  In general,  OBV  use would  b+cosi  more regulated.  OH’;  use off
of existing roads and trails would  be prohibited except in designated open
areas. No new permanent roads uould  be allowed in  areas ubere  special or
rersote  values are to be protected. Roads not needed for resoxce  na;ragenent
or ubich  cofitribute to resource damage volild  be closed. OEV  use vou:G  be
limited to existing roads on approximately 71 percert (1,8:1,930  acres) of
the  Dis t r ic t , limited to designated roads on 27 percent (690,400  acres),
prohibited oil  1 percent lC5.100 acres], and unrestricted on 1 percent (1.400
acres).

Soecies  Description

Brady Pincushion Cactus_-- The  Brady pincushion cactus was l isted as an
endangered species oa October  26.  1979,  rithout  cr i t ical  habitat . This
small, seni-globose  cactus bar one (occasionally more) stem up to  6
centimeters (cc)  tall and 5 cm in diameter. It grows on benches and terraces
at 3850-4500 feet elevation in the Cavajoaa  Desert on the rims of the
plateaus along the Colorado River in House Rock Valley. The substrate is
composed of Ksibab  limestone chips overlying soil derived fros Xoenkopi shale

and sandstone outcrops. Dominant  plant  species  in  the cowmnity  are
shadscale (Atriplexconfe;tifolia),  snrkeveed (Gutierreria  sarothrae),  iiormon
t e a  (Ephedra  viridis),  azd d e s e r t  t r u m p e t  (Eriogonua  inflatum). BL::
administers about 11,000 acres of knorn  habitat for this species. Saverii
plots hax been established wherein several bundred cacti iiere  tagged tc
determine demographic  information and impacts on the popuiation. Tbz  limiied
distriktion  and small auabar  of populations make  this species vulnerable to
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the Virgin, lower Colorado, and lower Cila rivers. It is n41  found only in
tbe Virgin River in Mat,  Afizona,  arrd  Nevada.  Woundfin range from Lakrkin

c

Springs on the mainstreas  of the Virgin River and the lover portion of
LaVtrkim Creek in Utah downstream  to Late bead. Tvelve  riles of river
habitat occur ritbin  the portion of tbr Virgin River rmaged by the District.
Distribution of woundfin shows a strong preference for swift, shallov, turbid
streak runs with sandy bottom.

Vircin River Chub. The Virgin River chub  HZ listed as an endangered species
on August 24, 1989. Critical habitat vas  proposed on June 24, 1986, but has
not yet ken finalized. Proposed critical habitat is located in the  Utah
portion of the Virgin River and in Azizona  from the Kevada  border upstream
to the mouth of the Virgin River “Karroxs”  IT:lR, RlN,  vest boundary Section
31). The  Virgin River chub is a silvery, wdium-sized  ninnow that averages
abut eight inches in total lecgth. It is SOS:  c0mon  ir deep areas vbore
Vaters  are svift,  but not turbulent, and is generally associated Vith
boulders or other cover. The  Virgin River chub is end&c  to I34 Eiles  of
the Virgin River in southvest  Utah,  Eortbvest  Arizona, and southeast Nevada.
Its range  is restricted :o 50 tiles of the Virgin River between LrVerkin,
Dtah apd  Xesquite,  Nevada. bajor river uodifications,  pritarily  sater
diversions and ispoundrents,  are responsible for tbe decrease in raoqe  and
nuhrbers of this species. Potential threats to the  species’ survival include
water vithdrawals, ispoundsents, sedimentatioe, polldicn, channel
alteration, disease, and competition and/or predatio; hi:  ibtmduced species.

Desert Tortoise. The Kojave population of the desert tortoise xas  listed as
a ;hreatened  species on April 2, 1990, vfthout critical habitat. The desert
tortoise is a relatively large reptile, vitb adults pleasuring up to 15 inches
in shell length. This species inhabits the Kohava, Colorado, Sonoran, and
Sinaloan deserts in the southvestern  united States and adjacent Kexico.
Pecent  studies based on shell shape and variations in genetic CWOSitiOn
indicate that the species has two  distinct populations, with the  Colorado
River serving as an isolating barrier. The  Mjave  population of the desert
tortoise includes all of that species inhabiting areas north and west of the
Colorado River in California, southern Nevada, toirthvestern  Utah, and
northwestern Arizona. In the Kohave desert west of the Beaver Das and Virgin
klountains  and in the Pakoon Basin, historic and potential tortoise habitat
occupies soze 350 square miles of the District. Tortoises occur in CreOsOte
bush fL;rroa  tridentrtal,  cactus, shadscale scrub habitats, and Joshua tree
(Yucca brecifolia)  woodlands. Vandalism, collecting, raven predation, and
disease have resulted in population declines. fiabitat conditions have
deteriorated and/or habitat  has been lost in certain localities due to urban,
energy, and &era1  development: coniersion  of native habitats to
agriculture; vehicle-oriented recreation; grazing: ailitary activities: and
other USES.

extinction. OEV traffic is the most  serious threat to this species,
collection and pesticide application are also current threats.

1llfp-d
Uraniux

uining and exploration could potentially cause the loss of habitat. A
recovery plan and habitat aanagcucnt  plan have been developed for this
species.

Siler  Fincushion Cactus. The  giler pincushion cactus was listed as an
endangered species on Covrmber 26, 1979. without critical batitat. This
cactus is a mall, solitary, or 0ccasionrlly  clustered, globore  cactus abut
5 inches  tall (exceptional sp~~tions  reach  18 inches) and 3-4 inches is
diameter. The Siler pincushion cactus grows on gypsiferous  clay and sandy
soils of the Koenkopi Foraatior,. The  rounded hills often support a sparser
vegetation than adjacent areas of different substrate. Eabitat i s
characterized by desert scrub vtgctation in transitional areas between the
Navajoan  Desert, Sagebrush Desert, and the lobasaan  Dusert. This cactus is
found at elevations between 2,800 and 5,400 fret  on all aspects of the hills
and on sIoPes  varyioq from O-SO degrees. All ko0u-o  localities of this
species occur in Xane and Uashiagton  counties, Ctab,  and in northern Kohave
and xorthwestcrn  Coconino counties, Arizona. The eastern edge of the

< species’ potential habitat boundary occurs in tbe vicinity of Frdonia  io
G Coconino County, Arizona. 1:s aesternlinit is just southwestaf S:. George,
ul
P h’ashington  County, Utah. Studies are on-going to deterxine  population trend,

level of threats,  and impacts  on the biology of the plants. This cactus is
vulnerable to burnan-caused  ispacts  because cf i t s  specific habitat
requireaeats. Tbreats  include illegal collection, herbivory  by  unknown
anisals,  uranium mining and exploration, off-road vehicle disturbance, aad
pesticide application. A recovery plan and habitat managenent plan have been
developed for this species.

Pelsh’s  Kilkveed. Uelsh’s  silkreed  was listed as a threatened species on
October 28. 1981, ritb critical habitat, Critical habitat desianated  for
this species includes about 4,000 acres of sand dunes in the Coral-Pink Sand
Dunes and the Saud Rills in Xane County, Utah.  Yelsb’s  oiltveed  i s  a
rhirosstous, herbaceous perennial, lo-40  inches tall, vith large, oval
leaves. It occurs in open, sparsely vegetated, semi-stabilized sand dunes
and on the lee slopes of actively drifting sand dunes. Several thousand
individuals  are knovn frox a fev concentrated areas on tbe Coral Fink Sand
Dunes and the Sand Rills of Kane County, Utah. Kithin  the District, mall
populations are known  from tbe Faria-Vcwillion  Cliffs Wderness  Area near
the UtahlArixoba  border  in Kane County, Vtah and Coconino County, Arizona.
Lisitd habitat and a small amber of popnlations  have Bade  h’elsh’s  xillnteed
vulnerable to human-caused threats. OEV  activity is destroying individual
Xelsb’s  rilkvecd  plants and adversely modifying the species’ habitat.

voundfin. The  soundfin  fas listed as an endangered species on  October 13,
1970, kitbout  cri:ical babitat. It is a mall, silver minnow  vbich inhabits
shallow runs aad riffles. The woundfin  vas originally distributed throughout
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Fereqrine Falcon. Tbe  peregrine falcon vas  listed as an endangered species
on October 13, 1970. It is a medium-sized, blue-gray falcon vbicb inhabits
rocky, steep  cliffs, preferably near vater. The peregrine falcon is found
in the Dis:rict  and day inhabit the area during the entire year. Recorded
data on population numbers, trend, ecology, and habitat use patterns are
l a c k i n g . Several eyries have been identified and zany  others are suspected.
The birds themselves have  been observed and reported on numerous occasions
in tbe District o7er  the past twenty yEars. Peregrine falcons hase been
documented as occurring in Farir Canyon, Vernillion  Cliffs, Kanab  Canyon,
Hick Canjron, near Fredonia, Xarble  Csnyoa.  Rouse Rock Valley. Lee’s Ferry,
Bxricene  Cliffs, the Yirgin Rountains,  Parasbaat Caiyon,  hndrus  Canyon, and
the Upper Grand Nash  Cliffs. A five-yi;r  peregrine filcot  surrey initiakd
in 1988, indicates that peregrine nesting and use  of the District hss
increased. Eight nest sites vcre identified in 1389, conpared  to four in
:9ta.

Bald Eagle. tbe bald eagle was listed as an endangered species on harch  11,
1967,  ~&thou:  critical babitat. It  is a large eagle with a white head and
tail in the adult; &mature  eagles are dark or mottled.  For resting, bald
eagles require large trees or cliffs near water  with  abundant fish. Ihey

-5
spend the winters  along EajOr  rivers. reSer7OirS.  or in arets shire fish

E
and/or carrion is available. Fish are the primary food source for nesting

ul eagles. Vaterfovl, rabbits, and carrion are ieportant food items for
transient and wintering eagles. Bald eagles were historically fouud
throughou:  the United States, Canada, azd northern Xexico. In hriiona,
vintering  eagles are DOY  found along rivers and major reservoirs. Rigrating
bald eagles mur infrequently in the District during vinter.  Major causes
of decline in this species include degradation and loss of riparian babitgi,
pesticide-indsced  reproductive failure, shooting, and Au&an  disturbance.

EFFECTS OF TIE ACT:08

Brady Pincushion Cactus. The entire known  Brady pincushion cactus population
in the District would be included in the 13,700 acres cf habitit  designated
as the  Karble Canyon ACEC. Tbe potential habitat in the  Karble  Canyon area
is estimated to be 17,000 acres but vitbin  this area plants bate been located
on  only X-20  percent of the potential habitat  that was  searched. Ranageuent
prescriptions vorld  restrict OBV activity to designated roads vhich  would
reduce the iacidence of vehicles crushing or otherwise daxaging cacti.
Kiteral  exploration and de-ielopuent  activities would not be prohibited but
would require an approved plan of operation. Ibis requirement would extend
the review  period iron 15 to 30 days. If substantial public interest is
expressed, the review l ay be extended up to 90 days. Special status species
found vithin  the area of proposed operations will be prottc:ed  :ro;r  adverse
inpacts. Increased la* enforcement patrols sould  reduce illegal collecting.
Wo  restrictions bate been placed on pesticide application in tbe ACEC.

Siler Pincushion Cactus. Fort Pierce, Lost Spring lountain,  Roonshine Ridge,
and Johnson  Spring iaclude  4.200  acres of Siler pincushion cactus habitat,
approximately 8 percent of the estimated  potential habitat. Populations
occurring in tbe Fort Fierce ACEC  nay still be.adrersely  affected by
vegetation mnipulation. Altbough OHV  ttaffic  would be restricted to
existing roads and trails, populations in all four ACECs would still be
subject to some degree of illegal collecting due to a lack of road closures.
Allowing OKV traffic to continue in the ACECs xay result in continued illegal
cross-country travel and possible crushing of cacti. All  four ACECs :ould
be open to mineral location, although a plan of operation would be required.
iiequiriag a plan of operation would extend the public review process and
require avoidance of adverse irpacis  to threatened or endangered  species.
Populations and individuals of Siler pincushion cactus that occur outside of
ACEC boundaries would continue to esperience adverse impacts from illegal
collection, uraniun  nining and exploration, ORV disturbance, and pesticide
application.

Felsb’s  bilkweed. Welsh’s milkweed occurs in Arizona in the faria-Verri:lion
Cliffs gilderaess area near tbe Utab/kizona  border in Kane County, Utah  and
Coconino County, Arizona. Ibis  vilderness  designation sbould proTide
adequate protection for this species by excluding CRV activity. Pelsb’s
rilkweed  should receive additional protection from the  Canyons and Plateaus
of tbe Paris ACEC  surrounding tbe Paris  Uildetness, Phicb liuits  OlK  activity
to designated roads and trails.

Xoundfin. Tbe woundfin would benefit frw  regulation of other land use
activities along the Virgin River. Ranageaent  prescriptions for the Virgin
River ACEC  would include acquiring high value  ripirian  pri-irtelstate
properties along the riser, liniting ORVs to designated roads, and closing
bottoulands  to uaterirl sales. Flint of operation would be required for
mineral exploration and development, which vould extend the public review
process and require avoidance of impacts to threatened and endangered
spec ie s .

Viruin  River Chub. The Virgin Rivet chub would benefit from regulatiou  of
other land use activities along the Virgin River. Ranagexant  prescriptions
for the Virgin Ricer ACRE vould include acquiring high value riparian
privatels:ate  properties along the river, limiting OKVs to designated roads,
and closing bottonlands  to material  sales. Plans of operation would be
required for tineral  exploration and developuent,  which would extend the
public reiriev  process and rquire avoidance of inpacts to tbreatened and
endangered species.

Desert Tortoise. Under tbe preferred alternative, 210 acres of low  density
desert tortoise habitat  are identified for potential transfer b-f lease or
sale. If the 210 acres of tortoise habitat are sold, there voilld be a net
loss of desert tortoise habitat in Federal ownership. If exchanged, tbe 210
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acres plus an additional 2,927 acris  sould  be traded for better quantity or
quality tortoise habitat in the same area, resultinq  in a net gain in
Federally managed tortoise habitat. The existing Kavajo-XcCullougA  riqht-
of-way would continue in desert  :ortoise  habitat .  creating a small
degree of fra~ent~tion. All  future right-of-way rutborizaiions  would be
routed, constructed, and caintained  in a manner tAat  would avoid adverse
impacts  to  the desert  tor toise to  the maximum extent  possible .

A total of 20,800 acres of tortoise habitat vould be included in the Beaver
Dam Slope ACEC.  or  approximately 9 percent of tte est imated X1,000  acres of
tortoise babi:at  that occurs on tbe Arizona Strip. lineral  location would
still be allowed within the Beaver Dam ACEC,  altbouqh  a plan of operation
approval vould be required for all mining operations rrce&ing  casual usa.
Requiring a plan of operation woEId  extend the public review process and
require avoidance of &me itpscts  to threatened or endangered species.
TAe Beaver Dam bCEC  would be closed to OEV  activity and mineral material
disposa ls . Closure to GEV activity Fill  reduce tte incidence of illegal
collection and potential crushing of individuals by vehicles. Tortoises
existing in areas not defined as bCECs  would continue to experience adverse
impacts  froa OfiV activities, qraxinq, vandalism, mineral exploration and
development, and illegal collecting.

Feisqrine  Palcoa. If riparian conditions iplproe,  tte  quality of trbitat
for a number of bird species sbould increase and, consrquently,  improve the
peregrine falcon prey base. Lease stipulations for leasable mineral
exploration and development vould k applied to protect peregrine falcons
during breeding and  nesting season. This  restr ic t ion would al1011  explorat ion
activity only diiring the perid  betveea  August 1 and Xarct  1. T h e
restriction would  apply to areas open to lease within one mile of superior,
acceptable,  or historic peregrine habitat  in the following areas:  Grand Pash
Cliffs, Dansil  Canyon, Andras  Canyon, Grama  Canyon, Back Canyon, Kanrb Creek,
Xarble  Canyon, and the  Verrillion Cliffs.

Bald Eaqle. The bald eagle, an infrequent visitor to the District during
Bigration,  should  benefit frm  improved riparian babita:  conditions for both
perching and foraging.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are future State or private activities affecting
Endangered  or threatened species or critical Aabitat  that are reasonably
certain to occur fn the  project area. Future Federal actions will be subject
to consultation requirements of Section 7 of tbo Endangered Species act  and,
therefore, are not considered cumulative  to the proposed project .

bctions  on private lands, such as urbanization, recreation, and grazing,  will
continue to contribute to habitat &gradation and loss. :be coPsunities of

+

Littlefield, Colorado City, and Fredonia are expected to continue to groir,
causing increased human-induced impacts on nearby areas.

INCIDENTAL TAKR

Section 9 of the  Endangered Species Act, as anended,  prohibits any taking
(harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, vound,  kill, trap, capture, collect, or
attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed species without a special
cxerption. Ham  is further defined to include significant habitat
modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species
by siqnificantly  impairing behavioral psttems such as breeding, feeding, or
sheltering. Under the terms of SEction  l(b) (:) and 710) :2) of the hct,
taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of tbe agency action
is not considered taking witbin  the bounds of the Act, provided that such
taking is in corpliance with the folloiring incidental Take statenet;.

The TVS  does not anticipate that the proposed action will resillt  in any
incidental take of peregrine falcon, bald eaqle, Virgin River chub, OK
uoundfin. Should arF  take of these.speeies  occur, tbe BLX must reinitiate
formal consultation rith the FHS and provide the circuastancer  surrounding
the taking . Based on the analysis of impacts provided above and tte Terms
and Conditions stated below-, the  FKS anricipates  tbat incidental take of
Gesert tortoise, in the fern of bsrm,  may  result from disposal of 210 acres
of desert tortoise ttitlt.

The FPS is assuming that the s:ipulations  contained in the Opinion, 6s
Reasonable and Trudent  Measures  and Terms and Conditions to miniaise take,
611  reduce the potential for take of tortoise habitat associated rith  the
proposed act ion. This Opinion does not aatborizc  take in the form as the
collection of tortoise5 for pets. Any person found engaging in such an
acttsity  vi11 be liable for prosecution.

Reasonable and Prudent Xeasures

The  NS  believes that the following Reasonable and Prudent Neasnres  are
necessary and appropriate to mininizq  the  incidental taking authorized by
this Biological Opinion:

1 . The BLX shall compensate for the  long-tern loss and fragmentation
of tortoise habitat through acquisition of private lands vbich  pould
be subsequently managed for the benefit of desert tortoises.

2 . If take rbich occurs as  a result of this  action exceeds that
specified in the Incidental Take Statesen:  above, the BLX  shall
reinitiate formal consultation with the FW  to review those
activities which resultad  in excessive take.
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Terms  and Conditiors

To iEpleEeni  the  Reasonable and Fruden: BEasures  contaiaet:  ia this  Opin ion ,
the  BLB shall  acquire 1,050 acres of desert  tortoise habitat  to bE managed,
in perpetuity, for the benefit of desert tortoises. The FYS believes this
is an appropriate Peasure  to aininire take bEcause  of  the increased tortoise
manageaentcapabilities  that BLB ounership  should bring to previously private
lands. Criteria used to evaluate laad  to be acquired should include the
locat ion of  the land,  i ts  current  s tatus and condit ion,  and i ts  proniEity  to
otbx tortoise habitat tbat is currently being nanagtd  for tortoist valuEs.
The B&1:  shall designate permanent withdrawals  for mineral  and  emgf
explorat ion and development and  grazing, and close the area to off-highway
vehicles and all  r ights-of-aay and EasE~eats.  Road construct ion shal l  a lso
be prohibi ted.

Section 7(a)  (1)  of thE  hct  directs Federal agencies to utilize thair
authorities to further the  purposes of the Act  by cawing out consarvatioa
programs  for the benefit of endangered and ihrtatanad  species. Conservatioa
reconnsadations  arE  R’S  sygestions  regarding discrEtionary  EEasurEs  to
ainisize or avoid advtrse  Effrcts  of i proposed action on listed sgtcies  or
critical habitat or regarding the development of inforration. T h e  fyS
recoaEends  irplEaEntation  of the following actions:

1. Thr  FCS  recomwds  that Karble  Canyon, Btavor  Baa, Fort Pierce,  Lost
Sprint  Xountain,  Boonsbins  Ridge,  and Johnson Sprieg  BCECs  be closed
to Pl;neral  location to avoid advarse  impacts  to endangered plants
and desert tortoiar.

2. The FPS  recoE.mends  that the Fort Fierce, Lost Spring Kountain,
BoonshinE  Ridge, and  Jobason Spring LCECs  be closed to OBV traffic
to reduce incidznca  of sahicle  crushing of Silcr pincushion cactus
as a result of cross-country travel azd  to deter illegal collection
of Siler pincushion cactus .

3.  The IX’S  recommends  that all Category I LesErt  tortoise habitat be
included in RCEC designations. hCK  desigrations  will facilitate
special tanagement  recomnda:ions  for this species.

This  concludes formal consultat ion on the Xrizona Str ip BXF.  Rein i t ia t ion
Of forral consultation  is required  if the arcuat  or Extent Of incidental take
is exceeded, if nev  information reveals effects of the action that nay affect
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listed species or critical habitat in a uanner  or to a3 extent not considered
in this opinion, if the  action is subsequently todified in a uanner  that
causes an effect to the  1is:ed  species or critical habitat that was not
considered in this opinion, and/or if a aev  species is listed or critical
habitat designated that play  be affected by the action. If we ray be of
further assistance, please contact Sherry Barrett  or DC  (Telephone: 6(32/379-
4720 or P?S  X1-47201.

Sam F. Spiller

cc: Field SuparFisor,  Fish and Xldlife  Service, Rena,  Nesada
Field SuperVisor,  Fish  abd  Vi121z’-rle  Service, Salt Lake City, Utah
Field SuperVisor,  Fish ard  Fildlife  SerVice,  Ventura, California
Field Supemsor,  Iisb and Wildlife Seriice,  Lagnaa  Piguel,

Cal i fornia
State Director,  Bureau of Land Xanageuent,  Phoenix,  brirona
Director, kisonr  Game ard  FishDepartttnt,  PBo&x, Arizona
Regioual  Director, Fish aud  Vildlife  Service, Xbuquarqut,  Bav
kico  (FFS/HC)

Direc to r ,  huh  anil  Vildlifo  Sersice,  Cashiagtou, DC m?C)

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TBE  INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND KANAGcEnarp

ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICI

2i
(010)
6 8 4 0 c

BBMOF4ANDUR

To: Field Supervisor, Phoenix

From : District Manager, Arizona Strip

Subject: Arizona Strip District RRP  Section 7 Consultation

This letter is in response to the Biological Opinion dated Ray  15,
1990. for the Arizona Strio  Resource Ranaoement  Plan IIU-IP)  and
follows up on a phone convhrsation  between-sherry Barrett, 'Eddie
Guerrero, and Tim Duck.

I am requesting reinitiation of consultation in relation to the
Biological Opinion and associated terms and conditions for the
sale/exchange of 210 acres of historic tortoise habitat.

The Biological Opinion states "Reinitiation of formal consultation
is required. . . if new information reveals effects of the action that
may affect listed species or critical habitat in a xmmer or to an
extent not considered in this opinion'.

I feel that the Bureau's failure to provide specific information in
regards to the 210 acre land sale/exchange in the RKP possibly
resulted in the terms and conditions.

I suggest that we change the wording in the RMP  to state that
*consultation with USFWS vi11 occur when the Recreation and Public
Purpose Act permit (RCPP) for the 210 acre land sale/exchange is
received". This would provide us the opportunity to fully analyze
the proposed action at the time of submission of the RLPP and allow
us to submit to the Service a site specific Environmental
Assesssent which vould  provide a thorough description of the
proposed action, the status of the tortoise and habitat, as well as
an evaluation of impacts. The Bureau would  at that time propose
any necessary mitigation or compensation reguitements.

We ask the Service to amend the Biological Opinion by removing the
Terms and Conditions requiring the Bureau to acquire 1,050 acres of
tortoise habitat and accepting the suggested wording as mentioned
above.

We appreciate your attention in this matter. Please direct your
response to this request to Dennis Curtis, P.HP Team Leader, at our
district office.

EGUERRBRO/lb:07/09/90:RPIPsec7
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FtfWANDWILwTr(wMQ
I%x3LocIcAL ssRvl(zs
3616 W. Tb-. SuIta  6
Pbaensx.  ArisoM sxU9

2-21-W-T-127
August 28. 1990

10: District Manager. Arizona  Strip District, Bureau  o f  Land
Jlamgaunt, St. George, Utah (Attention: Dermis Curtis)

TRotI:

suBJ6c7 :

Field  Supervisor

Amendment to Biological Opinion for the Arizona strip Resource
Kanagwent  Plan  (Number 2-21-B&F-127)

This  amendunit to the subject Biological Opinion is in response to your
maorandom dattd  July 11. 1990, regarding the Teras  and Conditims  for
Reasonable and Prudent Measure lumber 1. ‘IhIs Pauomble  and  Prudent Keacure
states:

The Bureau of land Hmagemmt  (BLX)  shall compensate for the  long-term
loss and fragmentation of tortoise habitat through acquisition of
private lands  which would be subwaquently  managed  for the benefit of
dewzrt  tortoises.

The funs  ad Conditions for the above Re~sormble and Prudent Jwasure  in the
subject Biological Opinion are bareby mended  as follows:

T*ms  and Coulitiom

To implant  Rmsomblo ud  Pro-t Vusue  Iumber 1 ooataimd  in
Biological  Opiaiaa  Mumbar  2-21-28-1-127,  the BUI  shall eawte  for
loss of duut  tortoim  habitat tkmu&  acquisition  or mtoratiom of
otbu duwt  tcztoisa  Wit&. m, location.  and  MgaihQ  of the
cuopemutia  till  ba aetermincd  tbroagll . squat.  sactim  7
amaltatia  upon  rmipt  of the EecreMiom  ud hblic  Puposo  Act
mmlt WPP) pmpoul  for the land  salc/asch8ng..

Ue  l grw ritb  your wmrandua  that assessmnt of the  impacts from disposal
of 210 acres  of desert tortoise habitat would be facilitated by receipt of
sore  specific information on tbe action. Information should include, at a
minimum. k description of the  proposed action, a dascriptioo  of the affected
environment, analysis of the  effects of the action, ctuulative  effects. l d
conclusions on bow  the action will affect the desert tortoise.

As you are mmre, tha desert tortoise Ilanagement Oversight Group will  discuss
standards  for mitigation/compensatioa  for incidental take  of tortoises and
tbeir habitat at the October 3, 1990, meeting. Delaying detsrainatioo of
coapeasation  for this land disposal will  allow the  Pish and Vildlife Service
and tbc BLX  to rmch am agreement oo fair and adequate compensation
throughout the range of the desert tortoise.

As required by 50 cup 402.16, reinitiation of formal comult8tioo  for tbe
Arizona Strip Resource Xanageaant  plan  is required if: 1)  the  uount  o r
extent of incidental take is reached, 2) new  information reveals effects of
me agency action tkat  uy *pact listed species or critical habitat in l
amraw or to an extent not considered in this opinion, 3) the agency  action
is subsequently modified in a namer  that CLUICS an effect to a listed
#peeia or critical habitat that was  not considered in this opinion, or 4)
a ner species is listed or critical habitat designated that ~111 be affected
bg  the action.

Should you require further l sistancs, please contact Sherry Barrett or Sam
Spiller (Telephwex602/379-4720).

su r. spin*r

CC: field Supervisor, Pish and Wildlife Service, Rem,  Nevada
Pield Supervisor, Fish and Vildlifc Service, Salt Laks City, Utah
Pield Supervisor, Fisb and Wildlife Service, Ventora. California
Office Supervisor, Pish  and Vildlifc Service. Laguuna  Eiguel, California
State Director, Bureau of Land lknagement,  Phoenix, Arizona
Director, Arizona Game and Pish Deportment, Pkoanix.  Arizona
Regt;;;C;irector, Pisb and Yildlifs  Service, Albuquerque, Ier  Kexico

Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Vashington, DC (MC)



APPENDIX 1 
ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION 

APPENDICES 

“I” IMPROVE CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 

Allotment 

Name Number 

Atkin Well 
Beanhole 
Belnap 
Belnap West 
Big Spring 
Big Spring Pipeline 
Black Canyon 
Blake Pond 
Blue Pools UT 
Buffalo Tank 
Canaan Gap 
Cedar 
Cedar Knoll 
Chatterly 
Clayhole 
Cold Spring 
Cole Spring 
Cottonwood 
Coyote 
Cram 
Crosby Tank 
Fern Tank 
Ferry Swale 
Ferry Swale UT 
Flat Top Well 
Franks Reservoir 
Fuller Road 
Grassie Mountain 
Gunsight 
Hacks Canyon 
Haslem Spring 
Haslem Spring UT 
Hat Knoll 
Hidden Spring 
Homestead 
House Rock 
Hurricane Rim 
lmlay 
lvanpah 
Jump Canyon 
June Tank 
Lambing 
Lee’s Ferry 
Link Spring 
Littlefield Community 
Loco Point 
Lower Hurricane 
Lytle Spring 
Meeks Reservoir 

5207 
5334 
4849 
4822 
4871 
4870 
4837 
4813 
5312 
5335 
5205 
5258 
5318 
5307 
5215 
4873 
4872 

5327 
5333 
5219 
5217 
5336 
5342 
5214 
5325 
5324 
4825 
5320 
5232 
5201 
5239 
4837 
4803 
5253 
533 
5254 
4817 
4858 
4801 
5221 
4838 
5337 
4819 
4827 
5260 
4837 
5252 
5259 

Current 

Management Management 

Season Long Deferred Not 
Rest Rotation Rest-Rotation Implemented 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Season Long Deferred Not 
SeasonLong Deferred Not 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Season Long None Written Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Season Long Unsigned Not 
Rest-Rotation Rest-Rotation Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Partial 
Rest-Rotation Rest-Rotation Implemented 
Season Long Deferred Not 
SeasonLong Deferred Not 
SeasonLong Deferred Partial 
Season Long Deferred Partial 
Season Long Deferred Partial 
SeasonLong Deferred Partial 
Best Pasture Best Pasture Implemented 
Season Long None Not 
SeasonLong None Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Partial 
Season Long Deferred Partial 
Season Long Rest-Rotation Not 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Season Long Rest-Rotation Partial 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Rest-Rotation Rest-Rotation Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
Season Long Deferred Not 
Season Long SeasonLong Implemented 
SeasonLong Unsigned Not 
Deferred Deferred Implemented 
SeasonLong Deferred Not 
Season Long Unsigned Not 

Proposed Stage of 

Implementation 

A-l 
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APPENDIX 1 (CONTINUED) 
ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION 

“I” IMPROVE CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 
Y 

Allotment Current Proposed Stage of 

Name Number Management Management Implementation 

Mesquite 4832 
Mud & Cane 4850 
Mustang Spring 4859 
Navajo Well 5348 
Pakoon Spring 4800 
Pigeon Tank 5322 
Pocum Tank 4840 
Pratt Tank 5314 
Quail Canyon 4856 
Red Pond 4806 
Rock Reservoir UT 5345 
Scotties Seep 5236 
Short Creek UT 5240 
Signature Rock 5350 
Soap Creek 5332 
Sullivan Tank 4816 
Sunshine 4863 
Sunshine Tank 5247 
Temple Trail 5216 
Tuweep 5220 
Two Mile 5328 
Vermillion 5329 
White Sage 5349 
Wildband 5223 
Wildcat 4854 
Wolfhole Canyon 4811 
Wolfhole Lake 4823 
Wolfhole Mountain 4839 

Less Intensive 
Deferred 
Season Long 
Deferred 
Season Long 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Rest-Rotation 
Deferred 
Season Long 
SeasonLong 
SeasonLong 
SeasonLong 
HGM 
Season Long 
Deferred 
Season Long 
SeasonLong 
Deferred 
Rest-Rotation 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Rest Rotation 
Deferred 
SeasonLong 
Deferred 
Season Long 
Deferred 

Less Intensive 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Rest-Rotation 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Rest-Rotation 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
HGM 8 Past 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Rest-Rotation 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Rest-Rotation 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 
Deferred 

Implemented 
Partial 
Partial 
Implemented 
Planning 
Implemented 
Implemented 
Implemented 
Implemented 
Not 
Not 
Partial 
Not 
Implemented 
Partial 
Implemented 
Not 
Partial 
Implemented 
Implemented 
Implemented 
Partial 
Implemented 
Implemented 
Partial 
Partial 
Not 
Partial 

“M” MAINTAIN CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 

Allotment Current 

Name Number Management 

Antelope 5206 SeasonLong 
Antelope Spring 5210 SeasonLong 
Badger Creek 5341 Less Intensive 
Beaver Dam Slope 4828 Deferred 
Black Rock 4841 Deferred 
Brown & Shumway 5302 Deferred 
Cane Beds 5212 Less Intensive 
Cedar Pockets 4866 Deferred 
Cedar Wash 4842 Less Intensive 
Clay Spring 4845 Deferred 
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APPENDIX 1 (CONTINUED) 
ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION 

“M” MAINTAIN CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 

Allotment Current 

Name Number Management 

Cottonwood 5209 SeasonLong 
Cowboy Butte 5310 Rest-Rotation 
Coyote 4805 Season Long 
Diamond Butte 4833 Season Long 
Duncan Tank 4820 Deferred 
Glazier Dam 5202 Deferred 
Grama Point 5233 Deferred 
Highway 4812 Deferred 
Hurricane Cliff 5251 Season Long 
Jackson Tank 4830 Deferred 
Jacob Canyon 5317 Season Long 
Lamb Tank 5257 Rest-Rotation 
Last Chance 4815 Deferred 
Little Tank 4853 Deferred 
Little Wolf 4814 Rest Rotation 
Lizard 4857 Deferred 
Lynn & Tone 5211 SeasonLong 
Mainstreet 4808 Best Pasture 
Moonshine 5237 Deferred 
Mormon Well 4844 Season Long 
Mosby 4835 Deferred 
Mosby-Nay 4836 Less Intensive 
Mount Trumbull 4826 Deferred 
Mule Canyon 4821 Deferred 
Pa’s Pocket 4848 Season Long 
Pakoon 4802 Deferred 
Penn’s Well 4852 Season Long 
Pipe Spring 5235 Rest-Rotation 
Pipe Valley 5242 SeasonLong 
Point of Rock 5241 SeasonLong 
Purgatory Canyon 4831 Season Long 
Rock Canyon Tank 5319 Deferred 
Rock Pockets 5213 Deferred 
Shuttleworth 5315 Less Intensive 
Sullivan Canyon 4810 Deferred 
Swapp Tank 5248 Deferred 
Tassi 4851 Less Intensive 
Toquer Tank 4861 Deferred 
Valley Wash 5234 Rest-Rotation 
Wells 5208 SeasonLong 
White Pockets 5243 Season Long 
Whiterock-Soapstone 4804 Deferred 
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APPENDIX 1 (CONTINUED) 

ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION 

“C” CUSTODIAL CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 

Name 

Allotment 

Number 

Current 

Management 

Antelope Island 5306 
Button 5308 
Cedar Ridge 5303 
Cove 5204 
Dripping Spring 4818 
Eight Mile Pass 5304 
Faught Place 4807 
Ferrin 5246 
Grama Springs 5225 
Gulch 5230 
Hacks 5227 
Harris Well 5238 
Highway 5309 
Home Ranch 4855 
lverson 4834 
Joe 5245 
Kanab Creek 5321 
Kanab Gulch 5224 
Lane 5271 
Littlefield Free Use 4843 
Lost Spring Gap 5300 
Mountain Sheep 4806 
Parashant 4829 
Pat’s Pond 4862 
Rider 5305 
Rock Canyon 5200 
Rosenberry 4846 
Russel Fields 5269 
Sage 5311 
Shinarump 5301 
Short Creek 5270 
Stateline 5244 
Wahweep 5340 

SeasonLong 
Less Intensive 
Less Intensive 
SeasonLong 
Season Long 
SeasonLong 
SeasonLong 
SeasonLong 
Less Intensive 
Less Intensive 
Less Intensive 
SeasonLong 
Season Long 
Season Long 
Season Long 
SeasonLong 
Season Long 
Season Long 
SeasonLong 
SeasonLong 
Season Long 
SeasonLong 
Deferred 
Season Long 
Less Intensive 
Season Long 
Season Long 
Season Long 
Season Long 
Season Long 
Season Long 
Season Long 
Season Long 

Many allotments have been moved to “M”from “I” as improvements occur due to management. Other allotments 
are moved into “I” when problems occur. Recategorization is an ongoing process. 
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APPENDIX 2 
RANGELAND TREND 

APPENDICES ’ 

Rangeland vegetative trend (the direction of change in livestock forage condition observed over time) is 
determined through 200 permanently located plot transects measured every 2 to 5 years. Parameters observed in the 
transects are occurrence of plant species, composition and density, frequency of bareground, and dead plant litter. 
Recurring observations me!asure any significant changes in the above parameters. 

Plant species are highly responsive to rainfall, other climatic factors and the effects of grazing. These factors are 
interrelated and must be recognized in implementing management actions. Plant growth is often more responsive to 
the timing of rainfall than to the amount received. Growth is maximized when moisture is received during the growing 
season. Grazing is more siubtle in its effect on plants. Moderate grazing will have little impact over the long term. If 
a plant is grazed heavily on a continuous basis it is reduced in vigor, size and frequency. This is especially so during 
drought. 

Vegetative trend data oln the Arizona Strip are available for the years 1981-88 on 491 of the 530 key areas. These 
data show 187 key areas of upward trend, 254 with static trend, and 50 with downward trend. These data along with 
utilization ranges of key species for 1986-88 are shown on Appendix 2. 

Allotments showing unsatisfactory utilization levels and/or downward trend are evaluated to determine cause and 
corrective measures are taken by change in grazing system or management direction as priorities allow. 

RANGEIAND TREND/UTILIZATION AS OF 1988 
SHIVWITS RESOURCE AREA 

Allotment 

Beaver Dam Slope 
Belnap West 
Big Spring Pipeline 
Black Rock 
Blake Pond 
Cedar Pockets 
Cedar Wash 
Clay Spring 
Cottonwood 
Coyote Spring 
Diamond Butte 
Duncan Tank 
Grassie Mountain 
Hidden Spring 
Highway Pasture 
lmlay 
lvanpah 
JacksonTank 
Jump Canyon 
Lambing 
Last Chance 
Link Spring 
Little Tank 
Littlefield Community 
Littlefield Free-Use 
Lizard 
Lower Hurricane 
Mainstreet 
Mesquite Community 

Number of Key Areas Utilization Range 

*UP *Static *Down For Key Species 

4 0 0 11 to34% 
1 0 0 30 to 37% 
0 2 1 49 to 54% 
2 5 0 4 to 55% 
2 2 0 26 to 66% 
0 0 1 16to34% 
1 2 0 13 to21% 
2 2 1 11 to70% 
0 2 0 16 to35% 
1 0 0 10 to31% 
2 1 0 10 to44% 
1 1 1 19to54% 
4 1 0 oto 0% 
1 1 0 14to53% 
0 1 0 11 to 35% 
1 2 0 30 to 47% 
2 1 1 8 to 46% 
1 1 0 19to40% 
4 3 0 41 to80% 
2 7 0 25 to 63% 
0 2 0 17to28% 
1 1 0 11 to59% 
3 1 0 20 to 45% 
0 7 0 16to56% 
0 2 0 12 to52% 
1 0 0 31 to33% 
6 2 0 10 to59% 

12 4 1 6to41% 
0 6 0 8 to 48% 
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APPENDICES APPENDIX 2 (CONTINUED) 
RANGELAND TREND/lJTlUiMlON AS OF 1988 

Allotment *UP *Static *Down 

Utilization Range 

For Key Species 

Mine Valley 0 1 1 3 to 52% 
Mormon Well 1 2 0 13to18% 
Mosby-Nay 0 10 0 12to48% 
Mt. Trumbull 3 3 1 39 to 57% 
Mud & Cane 1 4 0 24 to 59% 
Mule Canyon 1 1 1 22 to 50% 
Mustang Spring 1 3 0 40 to 54% 
Pakoon 2 1 0 7 to 23% 
Pakoon Spring 0 3 0 19 to 70% 
Parashant 6 4 0 13to44% 
Pa’s Pocket 4 1 0 39 to 49% 
Penn’s Well 0 4 0 18 to21% 
Poverty 12 1 0 8 to 42% 
Purgatory 0 2 0 22 to 40% 
Quail Canyon 0 3 0 19 to 30% 
Sullivan Canyon 0 5 2 6 to 52% 
Sullivan Tank 3 1 0 loto19% 
Sunshine 1 2 0 18 to42% 
Tassi 3 2 0 11 to41% 
Toquer Tank 2 0 1 3 to 23% 
Whiterock-Soapstone 0 4 2 21 to 44% 
Wildcat 1 3 1 12 to53% 
Wolfhole Canyon 3 5 0 3 to 65Oh 
Wolfhole Lake 1 1 0 19to40% 

TOTALS 
(41; 

128 
(53%) (6; 

VERMILLION RESOURCE AREA 

r Number of Key Areas Utilization Range 

Allotment “UP 
0 
0 
3 
0 
1 
2 
3 
0 
2 
1 
0 
4 
0 
3 
2 
2 
0 

*Static 
7 
1 
0 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
4 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
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*Down For Key Species 
Atkin Well 
Badger Creek 
Beanhole 
Brown-Shumway 
Buffalo Tank 
Button 
Canaan Gap 
Cane Beds 
Cedar Knolls 
Cedar Ridge 
Chatterly 
Clayhole 
Cottonwood 
Cowboy Butte 
Coyote 
Cram 
Crosby Tank 

0 6 to 46% 
1 5 to 23% 
1 22 to 35% 
1 11 to31% 
1 10 to64% 
0 5 to 39% 
0 22 to 27% 
1 21 to 57% 
0 21 to 62% 
1 7 to 22% 
1 24 to 40% 
2 7 to 65% 
0 3to51% 
0 2to15% 
1 8 to 42% 
0 24 to 30% 
0 22 to 30% 

SHIVWITS RESOURCE AREA 

Number of Key Areas 



APPENDIX 2 (CONTINUED) APPENDICES 

RANGEIAND TREND/iJTILIZATlON-AS OF 1988 
VERMILLION RESOURCE AREA 

Allotment 
Number of Key Areas Utilization Range 

*UP *Static *Down For Key Species 
Fern Tank 
Flat Top-Hurricane 
Franks Reservoir 
Fuller Road 
Glazier Dam 
Grama Point 
Grama Spring 
Gulch 
Gunsight 
Hacks 
Hacks Canyon 
Highway 
House Rock 
June Tank 
Kanab Creek 
Kanab Gulch 
Lamb Tank 
Lee’s Ferry 
Moonshine 
Mt. Logan 
Muggins Flat 
Pigeon Tank 
Pratt Tank 
Rider 
Rock Canyon Tank 
Rock Pockets 
Scotties Seep 
Shinarump 
Shuttleworth 
Signature Rock 
Soap Creek 
Sunshine Tank 
Swapp Tank 
Temple Trail 
Tuweep 
Two Mile 
Valley Wash 
Vermillion 
Wells 
White Sage 
Wildband 

1 2 4 30 to 72% 
0 2 1 16 to40% 
2 1 0 20 to 33% 
1 6 4 20 to 63% 
3 0 1 5 to 24% 
2 2 0 12 to47% 
2 1 0 27 to 56% 

--% 
0 2 0 14to36% 
2 0 0 23 to 43% 

--% 
0 1 0 29 to 70% 
2 3 0 --% 
4 4 1 11 to39% 
0 2 0 8 to 39% 
1 0 1 9 to 34% 
1 5 0 9 to 38% 
1 0 0 14 to57% 
5 7 0 14 to 57% 
1 2 2 5 to 47% 
0 3 0 lOto58% 
0 6 0 16to58% 
0 5 0 13 to50% 
0 1 0 39 to 53% 
1 0 2 10 to53% 
3 0 0 18to86% 
0 2 1 21 to31% 
2 1 0 18 to32% 

5 to 44% 
5 2 1 4 to 78% 
3 2 1 3 to 56% 
1 2 0 36 to 46% 
1 2 1 13to47% 
1 3 1 31 to 46% 
1 3 2 26 to 41% 
7 1 0 15to70% 
0 1 0 40 to 47% 
7 11 0 16to66% 
2 1 0 33 to 53% 
2 6 0 27to81% 
1 2 2 195068% 

TOTALS (35:; 126 
(50%) (15:; 

Utilization: Range of average pasture utilization, 1986-1988. 
Key Species Trend: *lJp - 10% and more above point of origin 

*Static - within 10% of point of origin 
*Down - 10% and more below point of origin 

Key Species: Forage species whose use serves as an indicator of the degree of use of associated species. 
Key Area: Small portion of rangeland monitored to assess the effects of grazing management . 
A dash appears where! data is unavailable 
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APPENDICES 
APPkNDIX 3 

ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION CRITERIA 

Maintain (M) 

(a) Present range condition is satisfactory. 

(b) Allotments have high or moderate resource potential and are producing near their potential (ortrend is moving 
in that direction.) 

(c) No serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exist. 

(d) Opportunities may exist for positive economic return from public investments. 

(e) Present management is satisfactory. 

(f) Other criteria appropriate to the ES area. 

Improve (I) 

(a) Present range condition is unsatisfactory. 

(b) Allotments have high to moderate resource production potential and are producing at low to moderate levels. 

(c) Serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exists. 

(d) Opportunities exist for positive economic return from public investments. 

(e) Present management appears unsatisfactory. 

(f) Other criteria appropriate to the ES area. 

Custodial (C) 

(a) Present range condition is not a paramount factor. 

(b) Allotments have low resource production potential, and are producing near their potential. 

(c) Limited resource-use conflicts/controversy may exist. 

(d) Opportunities for positive economic return on public investment do not exist or are constrained by 
technological or economic factors. 

(e) Present management appears satisfactory or is the only logical practice under existing resource conditions 
or land ownership pattern. 

(f) Other criteria appropriate to the ES area. 
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APPENDIX 4 
RESOURCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION PLAN 

Element 

h4lNERALS 

CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

WATERSHED 

Item 

Discovery of 
mineral resources 

Site vandalism 
(Including OHV 
damage) 

Soil loss 

Location 

Districtwide 

The seven areas 
of cultural sig- 
nificance (ACECs) 

Upper Langs Run/ 
Fort Pierce Wash 

Technique 

Published geologic 
information and 
industry contacts 

Site inspection (air 
and ground photo 
documentation 

Pair runoff plot 

I 

Unit of Measure Frequency information Warranting 
and Duration Decision Change 

Significant Continuous The discovery of a significant 
mineral resource locatable or leasable mineral 

deposit or public demand for a 
salable mineral resource in areas 
where restrictions to such uses 
apply would warrant consideration 
of a plan amendment to encourage 
rather than restrict mineral resource 
development in those areas. 

Number of sites Twice a year/site Trends indicating increased 
disturbed disturbance. 

Tonsf acre/year Annually Activity plans 

Salt loading 

All proposed 
watershed activity 
plans 

Saline soils 

Into Colorado 
River 

Riparian areas listed 

Erosion equations 
and models 

Tonsf acre/year 

Tons/acre/year 

Tons/year 

Biological, chemical, 

Initial; follow up 
every 5 years 

Initial; follow up 
every 5 years 

Initial; follow up 
every 5 years 

Initial for baseline 

Activity plans 

Activity plans 

Colorado River Salinity Act 

Riparian management program 

Selected acquifers Initial for baseline management program 
ershed program data 

Change in percent- Two grazing cycles of down 
cycle and allotment trend (-20% change) 

selected key species 



APPENDIX 4 
RESOURCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION PLAN 

Element Item 

SPECIAL STATUS Population 
PLANTS stability 

Location 

Marble Canyon, 
Lost Spring Mtn., 
Moonshine Ridge, 
Johnson Spring, & 
Fort Pierce ACECs 

Technique 

Field survey 

Unit of Measure Frequency Information Warranting 
and Duration Decision Change 

Occurrence, Annually 5year downward trend in population 
number, age class, numbers, age/class, disparity, 
distribution shrinking distribution 

Habitat evaluation 
and protection 

Marble Canyon, 
Lost Spring Mtn., 
Moonshine Ridge, 
Johnson Spring, h 
Fort Pierce ACECs 

Site inspection of 
habitat 

Acres of surface 
disturbance and 
number of plants 
destroyed 

Three times a year Evidence of unauthorized 
activity 

BURROS Population 

Range condition 

Sex ratio 

Forage utilization 

Tassi herd area 

Tassi herd area 

Tassi herd area 

Tassi herd area 

Helicopter mark 
recount 

Flangeland 
Vegetation 

Ground observation 

Key forage method 
grazed class 

Count 

See Rangeland 
Vegetation 

Count 

Percent removed 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
Ieser-t Bighorn 
sheep 

dule Deer 

Protection 

Population 
estimates 

Project use and 
value 

Habitat potential 

Fecal analysis 

Population 
estimates 

Tassi herd area 

Four sheep habitat 
areas 

Four sheep habitat 
areas 

Four sheep habitat 
areas 

Four sheep habitat 
areas 

Districtwide 

Road patrol, public WA 
reports 

AGFD survey Number 

Field check Each project 

Rangeland vegetation Count 

Random sample Samples 

AGFD Number 

Every three years 

Every three years 

Every three years 

Annually 

Annually 

Annually 

Annually 

Each 5 years 

Each 5 years 

Annually 

Population change outside of 
HMAP parameters 

Condition is reduced 

20% change from normal 

More than 50% utilization 

Signs of harrassment 

Reestablishment goals and 
total allowable numbers 

Reestablishment goals and 
total allowable numbers 

Reestablishment goals and 
total allowable numbers 

Reestablishment goals and 
total allowable numbers 

Significant population decrease 

Habitat quality 

Project use, 
value, 8 condition 

Fecal analysis 

Districtwide 

Districtwide 

Field survey 

Field survey 

Acres 

Number 

Significant population decrease 

Significant population decrease 

Districtwide Random sample Samples 

Syear intervals 

Annually 

Each 5 years Significant population decrease 
I 



APPENDIX 4 
RESOURCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION PLAN 

Element 

‘ronghorn 
Iritelope 

SPECIAL STATUS 
9NIMALS 
Desert Tortoise 

Item 

Population 
estimates 

Habitat quality 

Project use, 
value, &condition 

Fecal analysis 

Relative 
densities 

Land use activities 
and impacts 

Location 

Three habitat 
areas 

Three habitat 
areas 

.Three habitat 
areas 

Three habitat 
areas 

Beaver Dam ACEC, 
Pakoon, Virgin 
Slopes 

Beaver Dam ACEC, 
Pakoon, Virgin 
Slopes 

Technique 

AGFD survey 

Field survey 

Field survey 

Random sample 

Direct count 
and transects 

Direct count 
and transects 

\ 
Unit of Measure Frequency Information Warranting 

and Duration Decision Change 

Number Annually Management goals and 
carrying capacity 

Acres 5-year intervals Management goals and 
carrying capacity 

’ Number Annually Management goals and 
carrying capacity 

Samples Annually Management goals and 
carrying capacity 

Number Annually Significant population decrease 

Number Annually Significant population decrease 

Peregrine 
Falcon 

Woundfin Minnow 

Relative 
densities 

Land use activities 
and impacts 

Stream surveys 

Districtwide 

Districtwide 

Virgin River ACEC 

Field survey 
and study 

Field survey 
and study 

Direct counts 

Number 

Number 

Number 

Annually 

Annually 

Annually 

Management goals and field surveys 

Management goals and field surveys 

Significant population decrease 

RECREATION ERMAS Areawide, focus on 
higher use areas, 
especially in area B 

Patrol, area inspec- 
tion for changes to 
physical setting, 
traffic counters, 
estimates, 

Visitor days 

% change in ROS 
classes toward 
urban 

Check counters 
monthly 

Annually in area A 

Data indicates significant change 
to social settings. Data indicates 
-z 5% annual shift in ROS classes 
~1% in area B 

RCAs, SRMA Parashant, Mt. 
Trumbull, Canyons 
and Plateaus of the 
Paria 

Patrol, area inspec- 
tion for changes to 
physical setting, 
traffic counters, 
estimates, registers, 
RAMP and CRMPs 

‘v’isitoi days 

% change in ROS 
classes toward 
Urban 

Check counters 
monthly 

Annually 

Data indicates significant change 
to social settings. Data indicates 
< 1% annual shift in ROS classes 

Wild & Scenic 
Rivers 

Paria River, 
Virgin River 

Measure of flow, flow rate 
changes to physical 
settings, required con- Affect on river 
sideration in all EAs for classification 
projects proposed in 
corridors, river patrols Resource damage 

Monthly 

Annually 

Annually 

More than 3 months below 
minimum, mean, human caused 
change in outstanding values 



APPENDIX 4 
RESOURCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION PLAN 

Element Item Location Technique Unit of Measure Frequency Information Warranting 
and Duration Decision Change 

RECREATION (cont.) 
OHV Management Areawide, focus on Aerial reconnais- Visitor days, Two flights/year Three violations per season on 

closed, LDRT, open sance, ground Violations during high use; any given patrol area 
areas patrol ground patrols 

monthly by patrol 
area or as needed 

Facilities Virgin River CG, 
Dominguez- 
Escalante Site 

Patrol, registers Visitor days, 
structural damage 

Monthly In VRCG, data indicates 
sustained use that requires 
additional or improved facilities. 
Increased vandalism 

RIPARIAN AREAS Condition Nineteen (19) 
locations in 
Table III-14 

Macroinvertebrate 
analysis 

Plant methodology 
being developed 

Species and their 
quantity 

Miles/acres 

Annually 

Once per 5year 
period 

5 years of downtrend 

Drop of one condition class 



APPENDIX 5 
RECLAMATION STIPULATIONS 

APPENDICES 

Appendix 5 is a list of #general requirements for preserving and protecting the special environmental and unique 
resource values of the Arizona Strip. These requirements will guide the formulatlon of specific stipulations, 
construction and/or operating standards which will be applied to surface-disturbing activity. They are designed to 
provide public land users with a clear understanding of what constitutes prevention of unnecessary or undue 
degradation and what is required for reclamation. These requirements are supported by FLPMA and other 
environmental laws. Suitable site-specific stipulations regarding construction and reclamation and the prevention of 
unnecessary or undue degradation will be developed by the authorized officer and applied to each authorization In 
order to minimize long-term impacts and ensure that sites are effectively reclaimed. 

UNNECESSARY OR UNDUE DEGRADATION 

1. All surface disturbance, including road construction and associated travel, shall be kept to the minimum 
necessary to accomplish the task. Road upgrade and realignment requests shall include plans for reclamation and 

. a proposal for a post-operations final alignment. 

2. All new temporary or existing upgraded roads may require mitigation to reduce the potential adverse impact 
of fugitive dust as specified by the authorized officer. 

3. Where soil characteristics warrant, topsoil shall be stockpiled from a surfacedepth specified by theauthorized 
officer. 

4. All surface-disturbing activities on slopes greater than 15 percent shall include measures to stabilize soils and 
control surface water runoff. 

5. During construction and operation of facilities or improvements, care shall be taken to minimize, to the extent 
practicable, impacts to the natural and human environments. This may be accomplished through the painting or 
screening of structures and facilities to blend with the surrounding environment; the suppression of dust and noise; 
the proper disposal of waste products; and provisions to safeguard public safety. 

6. Coloration products may be required along travel corridors and in VRM Class II areas to reduce color contrast 
and restore the natural color balance. 

7. Construction and reclamation activities shall be designed to minimize long-term impacts to natural lines, form, 
textures and color contrast. Reclamation methods shall avoid disturbing more area or exposing greater color contrast 
than resulted from the original operation. 

8. All facilities or improvements that are no longer needed must be removed. 

9. In order to protect the wildlife, the public or other important valuesand discourage unnecessary public contact 
with authorized activities, the authorized officer may require improvements or facilities to be fenced, gated and locked. 

10. Mineral material clisposal in VRM Class II areas shall not be allowed if reasonable alternative sources are 
available in other VRM classes. Any mineral material disposal sites authorized in VRM Class II shall not compromise 
the VRM class objectives. 

11, All powerlines shall be constructed to minimize visual impacts. This may include burying them along existing 
roads in VRM Class II, ACECs or RCAs. 

12. Applicants shall supply, at the discretion of the authorized officer, pertinent information regarding Impacts 
from the proposal on surface and groundwater quality and quantity and anticipated impacts from loo-year, 24-hour 
storm events. 
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APPENDICES APPENDIX 5 
RECLAMATION STIPUIATIONS 

13. All forms of residential occupancy are discouraged on public lands within the Arizona Strip District. 
Exceptions may occur for the protection of public health and safety, the protection of private property. With regard 
to locatable mineral development, occupants must be actively and diligently engaged in substantially continuous 
operations. Intermittent, part time, seasonal or recreational mining operations do not meet district occupancy 
standards. All plans for residential occupancy must be fully incorporated into submitted notices and plans. All 
proposals for residential occupancy shall be subject to the requirement to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation 
and shall comply with all applicable state and federal laws, regulations and permits. Residential occupancy not in 
conformance with applicable laws, Bureau guidelines and district policy will be subject to immediate trespass action 
by the Bureau. 

14. Applicants may be required by the authorized officer to provide inventories for threatened or endangered 
plants and/or animals and cultural resources. All Inventories shall be performed to Bureau standards. 

15. No surface disturbance shall be authorized which would impact any cultural sites prior to consultation with 
the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and threatened or endanagered species prior to compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act. 

16. No surface disturbance will be authorized which would impact any cultural property that is allocated to 
Conservation Use in an approved Cultural Resource Management Plan. 

RECLAMATION 

1. Reclamation of all surface disturbances must be initiated immediately upon completion of activities, unless 
otherwise approved by the authorized officer. Reclamation of disturbed areas shall, to the extent practicable, include 
contouring disturbances to blend with the surrounding terrain, replacement of topsoil, smoothing and blending the 
original surface colors to minimize impacts to visual resources, and seed the disturbed areas with a mix specified by 
the authorized officer. 

2. All chemicals, trash, garbage or other foreign material must be removed completely from the project area by 
the applicant immediately upon completion of the project. All material must be properly disposed of in an approved 
disposal facility. Exceptions to this limitation shall be approved by the authorized officer. 

3. At no time shall vehicle or equipment fluids be dumped on public lands. All accidental spills must be reported 
to BLM and be cleaned up immediately, using best available practicesand requirements of the law. All spills of federally 
or state listed hazardous materials which exceed the reportable quantities shall be promptly reported to the 
appropriate state agency and the Arizona Strip District. 

4. Disturbed areas, where soil and rainfall are adequate for anticipated success, shall be revegetated. In all VRM 
Class II areas, ACECs and RCAs revegetation of native species shall be preferred. Rates and seed mixes shall be 
determined by the authorized officer. 

5. Revegetation efforts must establish a stable biological groundcover equal to or exceeding that which 
occurred prior to disturbance. Mulching may be appropriate for conserving moisture and holding seed on-site thus 
improving the chances for successful establishment. 

6. All unnecessary roads shall be reclaimed and dosed immediately upon termination of the project. Recontouring 
all cut slopes to approximately the original contour shall be required. Reclaimed roads shall be barricaded or signed 
to protect them until reclamation is achieved. All existing roads that require upgrading shall be reclaimed to their 
original dimensions upon completion of the project. Exceptions must be approved in writing by the authorized officer. 
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APPENDIX 6 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

Nomination Relevance 
Mt. Trumbull/Mt. Logan This area contains archaeological, 

historic, scenic and geologic re- 
source values. 

Identification / Evaluation Criteria I 
. 

importance 
Many. of the archaeological site 
typesand features known to occur in 
the geographic region are repre- 
sented in this area: pithouses, 
surface masonry features, 
habitation structures, hearths, lithic 
scatters, open campsites, rock art, 
rock shelters and trails. Sites 
representing human occupancy 
from the Archaic (2600 B.C.) to 
historic time periods are found 
within this area. Research potential 
exists to answer regional archaeo- 
logical questions regarding settle- 
ment trade and cultural develop- 
ment not addressed by other areas 
on the Arizona Strip. 

Scientific interest in these sites have 
been expressed by various universi- 
ties and organizations including 
Northern Arizona University, Mu- 
seum of Northern Arizona, Southern 
Utah State College, and Brigham 
Young University. 

In 1872 sawmills were set up on Mt. 
Trumbull to provide lumber for con- 
struction of the Mormon Temple in 
St. George. Nixon Spring is the site 
of one of these sawmills. 

The outstanding geologic feature 
within the area is the Uinkaret Vol- 
canic Field, an area of 144 square 
milesof cindercones, basalt capped 
mesas, ice caves and rugged lava 
flows. 

Other 
Immediate and potential threats to 
these resource values include OHV 
use, woodcutting and cultural site 
vandalism. 

Eiigibility Conclusions 
lnelioible 

1. This area is considered ineligible 
for ACEC designation because its 
cultural and scenic values are not 
significantly greater than many other 
areas over the Arizona Strip. Other 
special management designations 
are more appropriate. 

2. Many of the special resource val- 
ues of this area are contained within 
the Mt. Trumbull and Mt. Logan wil- 
derness areas. This gives them an 
adequate level of protection. The 
special resource values outside wil- 
derness will be monitored to deter- 
mine adequacy of present manage- 
ment in preservation of these values. 
Monitoring will determine whether 
more protective management direc- 

1 tion is warranted. 



APPENDIX 6 (CONTINUED) 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Nomination Relevance Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

Little Black Mountain This is a significant cultural site con- The site may offer answers to impor- Due to the close proximity of the site Eligible 
taining some 500 figures. This site tant research questions concerning to St. George, it is vulnerable to van- 
exhibits petroglyphs from five sepa- trade routes and cultural migration dalism from the uninformed visitor. 1. This is a regionally significant pet- 
rate cultures. through the area. The area is also currently open to roglyph site containing evidence of 

OHV use which could result in several cultures. 
degradation of the integrity of the site 
for interpretive purposes. 2. The site is ideally located to be 

developed as an interpretive site for 
the public. 

3. The integrity of the site is threat- 
ened by vandalism from the 
uninformed visitor and OHV use. 

Nampaweap This is a significant cultural site con- This site contains evidence of the The integrity of the site needs to be Eliaible 
sisting of numerous petroglyphs and period of contact between early ex- protected for public use and interpre- 
pictographs located along a canyon plorers and Indian cultures. Both tation. Potential threats to the site 1. This is a significant cultural site 
rim. Habitation sites also occur on historic and prehistoric cultures are include those associated with range containing extensive petroglyphs 
nearby benches. represented. improvements and other competing and pictographs. 

land uses. These land uses could 
adversely impact the integrity of the 2. The integrity of the site for public 
sites. interpretation is dependent upon the 

immediately surrounding area. 

3. The integrity of the site is threat- 
ened by conflicting land uses. 

Fort Pierce The Fort Pierce area is a large water- This area has a dense concentration The area has grazing privileges Eligible 
shed subject to flooding and severe of P. sileri, listed as endangered oac- throughout and two small gypsum 
erosion. Soils in the area are highly tus; there are 760 acres of severe mining operations. Utah BLM has a 1. The area contributes salinityto the 
saline and contribute to the salinity of erosion, 22,800 acres of critical ero- proposed ACEC adjacent to this area Colorado River. 
the Colorado River. sion and 14,600 acres of moderate inthe Dixie Resource Areaforthe pro- 

erosion. Wtihin this area 23,753 acres tection oftwo endangered plantsand 2. The area contains the endangered 
It also has a dense population of Siler are of fragile soils/cryptogamic com- the Gila monster. plant Siler pincushion cactus. 
pincushion cacfus cpediocachrs sib munities. 
en), a federally listed endangered 3. Designation would provide for the 
species. coordinated management of this 

sensitive area across state lines. 



D 

ci 

Nomination 

Marble Canyon 

Turbinella-Gambel Oak 
Research Natural Area 

Vermillion Cliffs Outstand- 
ing Natural Area 

APPENDIX 6 (CONTINUED) 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

Relevance 

Marble Canyon has a population of 
Brady pincushion cactus (Pediocac- 
tis biady;J a federatlyy listed endan- 
gered plant species. 

Established as a 154-acre research 
natural area in 1965 by Public Land 
Order (PLO) 3701 due to presence of 
a hybrid cross between Turbinella 
and Gambel oak. 

TheVermillion Cliis Natural Area was 
established in 1969 for protection of 
the outstanding scenic values of the 
Vermillion cliffs. 

Identification / Evaluation Criteria l- 
importance 

The presence of a listed endangered 
and Category I plant are biological 
rQmUr=S n4 ny-.ma ,hrrn Ine.d sigp,ifi- “I II “9” . ..-.I II- 
canoe. Wth the exception of one 
population known in the Glen Can- 
yon National Recreation Area, the 
population of Pediocactus bradyi 
within the proposed ACEC is the only 
other population known on public 
lands. Pediocactus peeblesianus 
var. rickeiseniae, although more 
widely distributed than P. bradyi, oc- 
curs as small localized populations, 
none of which currently occur within a 
protected area. The proposed ACEC 
is theonly area where the two species 
overlap. Two state sensitive plants, 
the Atwood crypthantha and indigo 
bush, provide additional importance 
to the area. 

Since discovery, there has been no 
interest in studying the site. 

The Verrnillion Cliffs are more than 
locally significant as they are desig- 
nated wilderness in 1984. 

Other 

This area borders the Marble Canyon 
of the Grand Canyon National Park. 
PvLrllllcLl LIIITa_w IIlrlUUr ,,,,,~+:a! :s- rL.r*:r ,  l b . r . . r * . .  irnl..Aa r . . : . .  

source exploration and development 
and livestock grazing. The area is 
also open to OHV activity. Data in 
1987-1988 from four plots show five 
tagged plants of P. bfadyi were killed 
by OHV activity. Another small num- 
ber were run over but not mortally 
injured.The Arizona Plant Recovery 
Team, the Arizona Nature 
Conservancy, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service have nominated this 
ACEC due to the above qualities. 

lt has been recommended that the 
PLO order be revoked because the 
original purpose for the withdrawal is 
no longer valid. 

The relevant and important portion of 
the Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area was 
included in the Paria Canyon-Vennil- 
lion Cliffs Wilderness in 1984. In the 
House Beport that accompanied the 
House of Representatives Bill (H.R. 
4707) the committee intended that 
the portion of the Vermillion Cliffs 
Natural Area not designated as wil- 
derness continue to be administered 
by BLM as a natural area. 

Eligibility Conclusions 

Eliqible 

r 1. re&r&y list& Bra&y p$c~&ion 
cactus is endangered. Fickeisen pin- 
cushion cactus is proposed for list- 
ing. In addition, two state sensitive 
plants occur in the area. 

2. OHV activity associated with rec- 
reation use and mineral resources 
exploration threatens the sensitive 
resources. 

3. The Arizona Nature Conservancy, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
Arizona Plant Recovery Team nomi- 
nated this site. 

Ineligible 

1. This area is considered ineligible 
for ACEC designation because of 
lack of significant values and impor- 
tant resources. 

2. Part of the area has been included 
in the Paiute Wilderness designation 
in 1984. 

lneliqible 

1. The portion of the Vermillion Cliffs 
Natural Area not designated as wil- 
derness does not meet the relevance 
and importance criteria in 43 CFF 
1610.7-2. 

2. The areas qualifying as an ACEC 
have already been designated as 
wilderness. 



APPENDIX 6 (CONTINUED) 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

Nomination 

Lost Spring Mountain 

Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Relevance Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

This area contains a federally listed Pediocactus sileri, a federally and Immediate and potential threats to Eligible 
endangered plant species (Pedb state listed endangered species, the special resource values of this 
cactus siren). lt also contains signifi- occurs here in dense populations. area include OHV activity, mineral 1. The area contains a federally listed 
cant archaeological resource values This species is endemic to the Ari- exploration,livestock trampling, col- endangered plant species requiring 
which are sensitive and vulnerable to zona Strip and 4,WCl plants are letting, and vandalism. The Pedio- special management attention. 
adverse change. known to occupy the area. cactus sileri site was nominated by 

the Arizona Nature Conservancy, 2. The area contains regionally sig- 
Lost Spring Mountain has archaeo- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and nificant irreplaceable cultural re- 
logical site types that represent a the Arizona Plant Recovery Team. source values. 
broad range of human occupancy 
and activity including pithouses, Little Creek Mountain, the adjacent 3. Designation would provide for the 
grinding camps, rock shelters, petro- area in Utah, is a proposed cultural coordinated management of this 
glyphs, pictographs and pueblos. lt ACEC. sensitive area across state lines. 
is the center mesa in a physiographic 
unit created by Little Creek Mountain 
in Utah to the northwest and Yellow- 
stone Mesa to the southeast. The 
cultural resources of this area have 
the potential for answering questions 
of cultural development not only on 
these three mesas, but also in the 
Virgin River drainage. Information 
concerning the interaction with cul- 
tural groupsin the region may also be 
gathered here. 

Witch Pool This site contains numerous picto- 
graphs, petroglyphs, and habitation 
sites which are regionally and nation- 
allysignificant from both a prehistoric 
and historic perspective. 

Witch Pool is a permanent water 
source which was used by Anasazi 
and Paiute cultures. This site con- 
tains walled structures, grinding 
sites, petroglyphs, pictographs and 
a Christian cross connected through 
local legend to the Escalante expedi- 
tion of 1776. The site was visited by 
John Wesley Powell and contains a 
pi&graph of a one armed man on a 
horse. A lithograph of the canyon 
site was made by the Powell expedi- 
tion. An important water source on 
private land trails through the region. 

The area is subject to potential harm Elioible 
by the uninformed visitor. 

1. The site has significanthistoric and 
Pictograph of one-armed man on a prehistoric cultural resource values. 
horse exposed and faded warrants 
protection. The integrity of the area in 2. The site is documented in Major 
the immediate vicinity of Witch Pool Powell’s journal. 
is important to public interpretation 
of the site. 3. The site is regionally and nationally 

significant. 

4. The site will be placed in the public 
use category allowing interpretation 
of the cultural resource values. 



APPENDIX 6 (CONTINUED) 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Nomination 

Johnson Spring 

Relevance importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

This area contains a federally listed Johnson Spring has a dense popula- Immediate and potential threats to Eliqible 
endangered plant species (Pedio- tion of Siler pincushion cactus which the special resource values of this 
cactus si/en]. It also contains signifi- is endemic to the Arizona Strip. In area include OHV activity, mineral 1. The ACEC contains a federally 
cant archaeological resource values addition to its federal listing, the cac- resource exploration, livestock tram- listed endangered plant species re- 
which are sensitive and vulnerable to tus is on the state sensitive list. This pling, collecting, and vandalism.The quiring special management atten- 
adverse change. area has a known population of 188 Pediocactussilen’site was nominated tion. 

plants.The Shinarump Cliffs in the by the Arizona Nature Conservancy, 
Johnson Spring area has a wide U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 2. The area contains regionally sig- 
range of archaeological site types Arizona Plant Recovery Team. nificant and irreplaceable cultural 
with high frequency of early Anasazi resource values. 
sites. Critical research questions 
concerning the transition from differ- 3. Threats to the resources of the area 
ent stages of cultural development can be adequately controlled 
may beanswered by the high density through ACEC designation. 
of Basketmaker sites and Pueblo 
sites that represent continuous occu- 
pancy during the transition. 

Andrus/Dansil Canyons The canyon rims provide scenic over- Maintaining the naturalness and re- The area has a high potential for the Ineligible 
looks into lake Mead National Rec- mote character of the area is a desir- occurrence of locatable mineral re- 
reation Area. able management objective. sources contained in breccia pipes. 1. Scenic resource values are not 

Mineral exploration and develop- more than locally significant. 
ment activities pose some threat to 
the natural appearance of the area. 2. The canyons do not possess scen- 

ery unique in the Grand Canyon re- 
gion. 

3. The natural appearance of the area 
can be adequately protected via 
other management tools. 



APPENDIX 6 (CONTINUED) 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Nomination 

Parashant Canyon 

Relevance 

This canyon contains scenic values 
similar to those contained within the 
upper portions of canyons in Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area and 
Grand Canyon National Park. 

Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

The BLM-managed portion of this The area has a high potential for the lneliqible 
canyon is relatively accessible and occurrence of locatable mineral re- 
provides primitive recreational op- sources contained in breccia pipes. 1. The scenic resource values in the 
portunities. Mineral exploration and develop- BLM-managed portion of the canyon 

ment activities pose some threat to are not particularly interesting and 
Maintaining the naturalness and re- the natural appearance of the area. are not more than locally significant. 
mote character of the area is a desir- 
able management objective. 2. The upper portions of Parashant 

Canyon do not have scenery unique 
to the Grand Canyon region. 

3. The natural appearance of the area 
can be adequately protected via 
other management tools. 

Virgin River Corridor The Virgin River and associated ripar- The Virgin River Corridor is unique in Riparian habitat modification, both Elioible 
ian areas provide habitat for two fed- that it provides habitat for manywild- immediate and potential, comprises 
erally listed fish, a group 2 state listed life, fish and plant species, including the major threat that demands spe- 1. The riparian areais unique in that it 
vertebrate, and a restricted endemic several special status species. The cial management attention. Specific provides habitat for several special 
plant. federally listed fish species include threats include stream dewatering, status plant and animal species. 

the woundfin minnow (endangered) water diversion, channelization. road 
The portion of the corridor which and the Virgin River roundtail chub construction, urban growth and inten- 2. The Virgin River Gorge has national 
pushes through the Virgin/Beaver (proposed for listing, category I). sive recreation use. significance due to the outstanding 
Dam Mountains contains unique The state listed threatened) verte- scenic resource values which are 
scenicvalues. This portion also ccn- brate is the Virgin Riverspinedace. A That portion of the Virgin River Corri- viewed byagreat numberof travelers 
tains l-15 which carries many thou- rare thistle, Cirisum virginensis, has dor within the Virgin River Gorge is each day. 
sands of people through the scenic been found at one of the saline currently protected by a scenic with- 
area each day. springs within the corridor. This drawal which segregates the area 3. The unique resource values at risk 

plant is currently under study by the from entry under the agricultural and lend themselves to protection under 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for mining laws. ACEC guidelines. 
special status listing.The Virgin River 
Gorge reveals spectacular scenic 
beauty and takes the traveler 
through a 500 million year geologic 
era. Interstate 15 winds through the 
11 miles of the gorge. The gorge has 
sections which are only 150 feet wide 
with vertical rock walls extending 300 
to 500 feet high and lying between 
mountain peaks extending over 
2,gOO feet. 



APPENDIX 6 (CONTINUED) 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

Nomination 
Beaver Dam 

. 
Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Relevance importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

Thisarea provides Category I habitat The area is important to the mainte- The Beaver Dam Slope has a moder- Eliqibie 
for the desert tortoise, a federally nance of viable tortoise populations ate potential for the occurrence of 
listed threatened species. on the Beaver Dam Slope. Current locatable minerals. Mineral explora- 1. The area contains a population of 

trends in tortoise populations in the tion and development could possibly tortoise which is regionally important 
area are static to downward. The increase in this area. to the recovery of tortoise popula- 
fragile nature of this desert environ- tions. The area is susceptible to im- 
ment makes it vulnerable to surface- Livestock grazing occurs in the area. pacts from urban encroachment and 
disturbing activities.The Desert Tor- Grazing and range improvement other competing resource uses. 
toise Council and Defenders of Wld- projects must be compatible with 
life have expressed interest in this tortoise recovery. 2. Designation of the area as an 
area and its management. ACEC would provide the focused 

An ACEC and natural area have both management necessary to protect 
been proposed for adjacent lands in the desert tortoise population from 
Utah by the Dixie Resource Area, the potential threats. 
BLM. 

OHV and community expansion 
impacts are expected to increase 
throughout the general area. 

Whitmore Canyon This canyon contains scenic values 
similar to canyons within lake Mead 
National Recreation Area and Grand 
Canyon National Park. 

Whitmore Canyon provides the only Existing uses in the canyon include lneliqible 
road access to the Colorado River in livestock grazing and a commercial 
this portion of Grand Canyon Na- riverrunning enterprise. Existing dis- 1. Although this area serves as an 

tional Park. River runners from many turbances include a lodge and the accessroute to the Colorado Riverfor 
countries enter and exit the river via Whitmore airport. river runners, it does not have na- 

thiscanyon. The significant resource tional or regional significance. 

qualities of this area relate to its The area has a high potential for the 
scenic and recreational resources. occurrence of locatable mineral re- 2. Mineral exploration and develop- 

sources contained in breccia pipes. ment do not pose asignificant threat 
Mineral exploration and develop- to scenic values. 
ment activities pose some threat to 
the natural appearance of the area. 3. The scenic quality of the area can 

be protected via other management 
tools. 
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Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Nomination 

Parashant 

Relevance Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

This area is distinguished by its The uniqueness of this area lies in the lnelioible 
unique ponderosa pine community extensive stringers of ponderosa 
occurring outside its normal range. pine that grow along the drainages at 1. Area has few if any threats. 

elevations between 5,900 and 6,200 
feet. This is well below the recog- 2. Values are not endangered or rare. 
nized minimum elevation of 6,500 The vegetation, scenery, remote- 
feet for ponderosa habitat. ness, and naturalness are not unique 

nationally or regionally. 
The area borders on and provides 
access to Mount Dellenbaugh and 3. Another type of special manage- 
several remote canyons in Lake ment designation is more appropri- 
Mead National Recreation Area and ate for this area to protect the re- 
the Grand Canyon National Park. lts source values and enhance the rec- 
mixture of ponderosa and pinyon/ reational use of the area. 
juniperwoodland provides habitat for 
mule deer, small game, raptors and 
other non-game species. A joint ef- 
fort between BLM and AGFD is under 
way to introduce wild turkeys and 
Kaibab squirrels into the area. lts 
remote location offers opportunities 
for primitive and semi-primitive rec- 
reation activities including backcoun- 
try exploring byvehicle, hiking, back- 
packing, camping, picnicking, and 
wildlife observation. 

Kanab Creek Tributaries This area contains a variety of un- 
usual and interesting geologic for- 
mations and features, giving it scenic 
qualities similar to those found in 
lake Mead National Recreation Area 
and Grand Canyon. 

The Kanab Creek Tributaries are 
characterized by incised canyons, 
domes, fins, aprons, pinnacles, and 
cliffs sculpted in colored limestones, 
mudstones and sandstones by a 
combination of wind and water ero- 
sion. 

Possible archaeological site types 
and features in the area include habi- 
tation structures, lithic scatters, rock 
art and rock shelters. Rock art in the 
lower Kanab drainage tends to be in 
the format of pictographs. 

This area has a high potential for the 
occurrence of mineral resources 
contained in breccia pipes. Mineral 
exploration and development pose 
some threat to the natural appear- 
ante of the area. 

Ineligible 

1. The scenery, remoteness and 
naturalness of this canyon which has 
not been designated as wilderness is 
not unique in the region. 

2. The canyon is relatively inacces- 
sible and significant impacts to the 
natural appearance of the canyon 
from mineral resource exploration 
and development are not expected. 

3. Other management practices are 
better suited to this area for the pro- 
tection of the natural setting and cul- 
tural resource values. 
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Identification / Evaluation Criteria 
. 

Nomination 
Red Rock and Middle 
Springs 

Relevance Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

These two sites consist of small ripar- Riparian sites provide a great diver- These springs and their riparian ar- Ineligible 
ian plant communities surrounding sky of wildlife habitat, especially in eas have fenced exclosures with 
spring sources. the arid Southwest. gates. The immediate threat is the 1. The springs are already protected 

gates on the exclosures could be left by fences. 
Most riparian vegetation consists of open occasionally and cattle reoc- 
grapevine, planted cottonwoods, cupy the riparian areas. 2. The springs are not of national or 
cattails, and rushes. regional significance. 

3. No sensitive plant or animal spe- 
cies or irreplaceable values are 
threatened. 

4. The riparian areas are improving 
through current management 
practices. 

Hazardous Mine Areas Three abandoned mines and one The mines are abandoned with old The abandoned mines include: lnelioible 
natural sinkhole present a public buildings and open mine shafts. Savanic - TX3N R14W S9 SW114 
safety hazard due to open shafts and They create an attractive nuisance Sun Valley - T38N R6E S6 SW114 1. Due to remoteness, theseareas are 
an open pit. and public safety hazard. Unnamed -T4ON R15W S14 SW114 not considered to be a significant 

present or potential threat to public 
The sinkhole is a natural phenomena The Unnamed and Sun Valley mines safety. 
which poses some threats to live- lie within wilderness areas. Mining 
stock and the public. claims currently cover the Savanic 2. Hazards of this type can be ade- 

and Sun Valley mines. quately managed via other manage- 
ment techniques. 

The Beaver Dam Sinkhole is located 
in T41N R15W S12 NW1/4. 3. The State of Arizona has been noti- 

fied of these hazards for inclusion in 
their mine hazard reduction program 

Cottonwood Spring This site consists of an oasis of lush ri- This spring has 4 acres cf riparian The livestock permittees have water lneliqible 
parian habitat around a spring and area which is vital to wildlife and live- rights to the spring. Cottonwood 
small stream. stock in an arid area. The riparian Spring is located within the Cotton- 1. The area has no national or re- 

area has cottonwoods, ash, willow, wood Point Wilderness which pro- gional significance. 
slickrock and sand with pools of water vides more than adequate protection 
and aquatic vegetation. Migratory to riparian resource values. 2. The riparian area does not support 
birds, deer, and other wildlife utilize endangered or threatened plant or 
this resource. animal species. 
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Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Nomination Relevance Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

Grand Wash (Buckhorn, These four sitesconsist of small ripar- Buckhorn, Whiskey, Grapevine, and Livestockmen hold rights to use of lnelioible 
Grapevine, Whiskey, and ian plant communities surrounding Little Arizona Springs are located in the water. Cattle and wild burros 
Little Arizona Springs) spring sources. an area of little live water. The ripar- periodically gain access to the 1. The springs are insignificant from 

ian vegetation in these springs in- fenced riparian areas through regional and national perspectives. 
elude cottonwoods, willows, ar- opened gates, threatening the ripar- 
rowweed, mesquite, cattails, rushes, ian areas. 2. There are no endangered or sensi- 
etc. This habitat is vital to various tive species which are dependent 
wildlife species and livestock in the upon the riparian areas around the 
area. springs. 

3. ‘The areas are fenced and pro- 
tected . 

4. The riparian areas are improving 
through current management 
practices. 

Moonshine Ridge This area contains a federally-listed 
endangered plant species (Pedio- 
cactus silen). It also contains signifi- 
cant archaeological resource values 
which are sensitive and vulnerable to 
adverse change. 

Moonshine Ridge has a known 
population of 3,rZOCl plants of Siler 
pincushion cactus (Pediocactus sil- 
en). The cactus is endemic to the 
Arizona Strip and is listed as sensi- 
tive to extinction by the state in addi- 
tion to its endangered federal listing. 

Moonshine Ridge has cultural re- 
sources that represent a continuous 
use of the area. Sites that represent 
the permanent settlements of large 
populations and possible agricul- 
tural developmentsin nearby valleys 
could answer important regional 
questions regarding this activity as 
well as population densities. 

The entire area has authorized live- Eliaible 
stock grazing. The area has a high 
potential for the occurrence of locat- 1. The area contains a federally-listed 
able mineral resources contained in endangered plant species requiring 
both breccia pipes and sandstone special management attention. 
bodies. Off-highway vehicle use is 
presently allowed here. 2. Regionally significant irreplace- 

able cultural resource values are 
The Pediocactus sileri site was nomi- presentwhich could provide answers 
nated by the Arizona Nature Conser- to important resource questions. 
vancy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the Arizona Plant Recovery 3. These resource values, due to their 
Team. known occurrence in this particular 

area, lend themselves to focused 
management which ACEC designa- 
tion would provide. 

Hidden Canyon Special resource values of this area Excellent opportunities for motorized The area has a high potential for the lneliaible 
are the scenic and recreational op- and non-motorized activities such as occurrence of locatable mineral re- 
portunitles. geologic and general sightseeing, sources contained in brecoia pipes. 1. Threats to the natural appearance 

hiking, and photography are pro- Mineral resource exploration and and topography of the area are low. 
vided by the 1,800 foot cliffs of Hid- development pose some threat to the 
den Canyon and the variety of desert natural appearance of the area. 
vegetation and rock formations. 



APPENDIX 6 (CONTINUED) 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN EVALUATION 

D 
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Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Nomination 

Hidden Canyon (cont.) 

Relevance Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

This portion of the Grand Wash Cliffs The area is also currently heavily 2. The scenery, remoteness, and 
canyon country exhibits a rugged used by livestock. Heavy grazing in naturalnesswithin the canyon are not 
and irregular topography along the the canyon could adversely effect regionally or nationally unique, rare 
slopes at the base of the canyon the vegetation. or endangered. 
walls. This combination of dramatic 
vertical relief, irregular cliff lines, 3. The natural appearance of the area 
rockyterrainand variety of vegetation can be adequately protected via 
are the outstanding features in this other management tools. 
area. 

Southern Grand Wash Contains natural, scenic and historic The congressional subcommittee re- 
ports on the Arizona Wilderness Act 

The area has a high potential for the lneliqible 

Cliffs values. occurrence of locatable mineral re- 
of 1984, included the following :“H.R. 1. Even though the area is visually 

The areacontains a few primitive four 4707 designates only the northern 
sources in breccia pipes. Mineral 
exploration and development activi- sensitive, containing remote and wild 

wheel drive roads and many out- portions of the Grand Wash Cliffs as ties pose some threats to the natural values, mineral resource develop- 

standing opportunities for recreation wilderness. South of the proposed 
wilderness the cliffs extend for an- 

appearance of bench between the ment techniques would be of the low 

and solitude. cliffs. impact, underground type. 
other 15-20 miles until they intersect 
the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area. The same types of wilderness 

Historic mining related attractions 2. Past mining activity is an historic 

exist in the Grand Gulch and Savanic attraction of the area. 
values exist in the southern reaches mines which date from the 1870s. 
of the cliffs as in the portion being 3. The natural appearance of the area 
designated as wilderness. However, Livestock grazing and associated can be adequately protected 
the committee has not included via other management tools. 
these lands in wilderness in recogni- 

range improvements could alter the 

tion of their significant mineral poten- 
natural appearance of the bench 
between the cliffs. 

tiai (especiaiiy uraniumj. in ieaving 
these landsopen for mineral explora- 
tion and potential development the 
committee emphasizes that this is an 
environmentally sensitive area that 
should be managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management to minimize ad- 
verse impacts on the current remote 
and wild values. The committee 
understands that the type of mining 
that will take place here is of a low 
impact, underground type. The com- 
mittee knows the area to be pristine, 
containing few primitive, four wheel 
drive routes and many outstanding 
opportunities for recreation, solitude 
and scientific study.” 
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Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Nomination 

House Pock Valley 

Relevance Importance Other Eligibility Conclusions 

U.S. 89A through House Rock Valley The outstanding scenic features sur- The area has a high potential for the Ineligible 
is a scenic route providing outstand- rounding this area are the colorful occurrence of locatable mineral re- 
ing views of Vermillion and Echo and massive Vermillion Cliffs, the sources contained in breccia pipes. 1. All of the outstanding scenic fea- 
Cliffs and Kaibab Plateau. jagged line of the Echo Cliffs, and the Mineral exploration and develop- turesviewed from House RockValley 

deep green Kaibab Plateau. While ment activities pose some threat to are located either in wilderness or on 
these features are not within House the natural appearance of foreground lands administered by another 
Pock Valley proper, the valley pro- and middleground elements. agency. Land use decisions made in 
vides a centralized area from which to the RMP would not affect the scenic 
view and access the surrounding Other threats include OHV use which values of these areas. 
features and visually important fore- result in visible scars and adverse 
ground and middleground elements impacts to special status plants, the 2. The special status plants are pro- 
to the more scenic backgrounds. trampling of special status plants by posed to be included within the 

livestock, and cultural resource Marble Canyon ACEC. 
The populations of Pediocactus vandalism associated with public use 
bradyi within the area are the only of the area. 3. Cultural resources, both historic 
populations known on public lands. and prehistoric, are not 
Pediocactus peeblesianus var. threatened by other resource uses or 
fickeiseniae, although more widely developments. 
distributed than P. bradyi, also occurs 
as small localized populations. 4. With the exception of the special 

status plant species, House RockVal- 
Many cultural resource sites occur in 
House Pock Valley. Portions of two 
trails of historic significance, the 
Honeymoon and Dominguez-Es- 
calante, also traverse House Pock 
Valley. 

ley proper does not contain re- 
sources which are regionally or na- 
tionally unique, rare or endangered. 

Fredonia Saline Soil This area consists of sparsely vege- Part of this critical area, centered Agents which accelerate erosion in lneliqible 

tated, erosive saline soils. about six miles east of Fredonia, has this area are OHV use and livestock 
been designated as frail lands bythe grazing. 1. This area is not a significant source 
BLM. The condition occurs where of Colorado River salinity. 
there is an abrupt change in 
elevation between levels of mesas, 2. The Pediocactus sileri do not occur 
foothill slopes, and valleys. Flock in dense populations, being scat- 
exposures are numerous with occa- tered over the entire area. Due to the 
sional shale and gypsum outcrops relatively low levels of populations of 
where erosion is active. Sediment these species in this area, ACEC des- 
movement caused by sheet and rill ignation is not appropriate. 
erosion, valley trenching and upland 
gully scouring is heavy. 
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Fredonia Saline Soil 
(cont.) 

Relevance 

Identification / Evaluation Criteria 

Importance 

Soils, consisting of fine sands and 
clay mixtures, are very susceptible to 
both wind and water erosion. Roads, 
rightsof-way and various types of 
construction projects contribute to 
the sediment load.This area also has 
a scattered population throughout of 
Pediocactus sileri, a federally-listed 
endangered species. 

Other Eligibility Conclusions 

3. OHV use is intense near Fredonia 
but most occurs behind flood control 
dikes, where critical erosion sites and 
special status plant species do not 
occur. 

4. No irreplaceable or unique re- 
source values of a national or regional 
basis occur in the area. 

Paria Plateau Data obtained from a partial cultural 
resource inventory conducted on the 
Paria Plateau indicate the area con- 
tains a wealth of archaeological re- 
sources representative of the Anasazi 
culture. 

The Paria Plateau contains virtually lneliqible Cultural site vandalism by pot hunt- 
the entire spectrum of archaeologi- ers is a threat to these sensitive re- 
MI site types known to occur in the source values. New evidence of van- 1. The cultural resource inventory 
northern portion of the Southwest dalism continues to be discovered in covers less than 25% of the area. 
area. These include pithouses, sur- the field. Activities such as wood Although cultural resources are 
face masonry features, habitation cutting, OHV use, mineral explora- known on the plateau, current data 
structures, granaries, storage cists, tion, etc., also pose some threat about site densities and locations is 
hearths, lithic scatters, open camp- through public use of the area. insufficientto WarrantACECdesigna- 
sites, rock art, rock shelters and tion. 
trails. A high density of impressive Interest in conducting further re- 
structural sites have been docu- search on the cultural resources of 2. The cultural resource values are 
mented on the plateau. the area has been expressed by the not directly threatened by BLM pro- 

following institutions and organiza- grams or authorizations, but rather 

tions: Museum of Northern Arizona, by public use in the area. 

Arizona State University, Northern Ari- 
zona University, Arizona Archaec- 3. Cultural site vandalism which has 

logical Council, Brigham Young Uni- occurred on the plateau would not be 
versity, and Southern Utah State Col- effectively reduced through ACEC 

lege. designation. Designation for the pro- 
tection of these resource values may 
be counter productive by increasing 
public awareness of the area. 

4. Other designations and manage- 
ment practices for this area are more 
appropriate for the protection of the 
cultural resource values. 

Establishing an ACEC could attract 
visitors to the area and increase van- 
dalism. 
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APPENDIX 7 

PUBLIC LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL BY SALE OR EXCHANGE 
SALE OR EXCHANGE* 

F Y 

Disposal Description Acreage Criteria 

T. 39 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 4, lot 2; 
sec. 5, lots 2 and 3, N1/2 tot 6, N1/2 SW114 X1/4. 

T. 40 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 6, Sl/2 NE1/4. 

T. 40 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 4, all of S1/2 SE1/4 above Virgin River rim. 

T. 41 N., R. 2 W., 

39.97 1 
118.21 133 

moo 1 

70.00 1 

sec. 10, E1/2, El/2 Wlf2, SW114 NWl/4, W1/2 SW1 14; 
sec. 15, all; 
sec. 22, all; 
sec. 33, E1/2, El/2 NW1/4, SWl/4; 
sec. 34, N1/2, SWl/4. 

T. 41 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 20, W1/2 NW1/4. 

T. 41 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 16, S1/2; 
sec. 31, Sl/2 NE1/4, SE114 NW1/4, NE114 SW1/4, N1/2 SE1 14, SE1 /4 SE1/4; 
sec. 33, S1/2. 

T. 41 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 13, NW1/4, N1/2 SWl/4, SW114 SW1/4; 
sec. 14, El/2 NE1/4, SW1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, S1/2; 
sec. 23, NE1/4 NE1/4, W1/2 NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4. 

T. 41 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 6, lots 1 to 5, incl., SE1/4 NW1/4. 

T. 41 N., R. 13 W., 
sec. 1, S1/2 N1/2, SWl/4, W1/2 SE1/4. 

T. 41 N., R. 15 W., 

600.00 
640.00 
640.00 
560.00 
480.00 

80.00 

320.00 
280.00 
320.00 

280.00 
520.00 
200.00 

237.74 

400.00 

3** (R&PP) 
3** (R&PP) 
3** (R&PP) 
3** (R&PP) 
3** (R&PP) 

1 

1,3** (R&PP) 

3** (LIPP) 

3*** (A&VA) 
3*** (AMA) 

3 

1 

1 

sec. 33, lots 4 and 5, SW114 NE1/4, NW114 SElj4, N1/2 SW114 SE1/4, 
SE114 SW114 SE1/4, SElf4 SW1/4. 

209.53 1,3**(R&PP) 

T. 39 N., R. 6 E., 
sec. 33, (that portion east of Highway 89A); 
sec. 34, W1/2 W1/2. 

T. 39 N., R. 7 E., 

approx. 160.00 3*** (A&VA) 
approx. 160.00 3*** (AMA) 

sec. 4, El/2 SWlf4 NE1/4, NE114 NW114 SE1/4, W1/2 NW114 SE1/4. 

T. 41 N., R. 8 E., 
sec. 17, Sl/2; 
sec. 18, SE1/4; 
sec. 19, NE1/4; 
sec. 20, N1/2. 

50.00 3*** (A&AIA) 

320.00 3** (R&PP) 
160.00 3** (R&PP) 
160.00 3** (R&PP) 
320.00 3** (R&PP) 

Comprising 7,405.45 acres. 
. / 

* Public lands identified for disposal by sale meets sales criterion number 1 and 3 as described in Sec. 203(a) of FLPMA, as follows: 
(1) such tract because of its location or other characteristics is difficult and uneconomic to manage as part of the public lands, and is not 

suitable for management by another federal department or agency; or 
(3) disposal of such tract will serve important public objectives, including but not limited to, expansion of communities and economic 

development, which cannot be achieved prudently or feasibly on land other than public land and which outweigh other public objectives 
andvalues, including, but not limited to, recreation and scenicvalues, which would beserved by maintaining such tract in federal ownership, 

** Recreation and Public Purooses Act 

*** Airport and Airway Improvement Act A - 28 
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PUBLIC LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL BY SALE OR EXCHANGE 

EXCHANGE ONLY 

/ 
Description 

T. 39 N., R. 6 E., 
sec. 27, SWl/4 SWl/4. 

T. 39 N., R. 7 E., 

. 
Acreage 

40.00 

WC. 7, tots 6 and 7, S1/2 S1/2 (that portion between the wilderness boundary, U.S. Highway 8gA, 
Vermillion Cliffs Lodge, and Badger Creek Homeowners Association). 

approx. 44.00 

T. 40 N., R. 3 E., 
sec. 34, SE114 NEl/4, Sl/2 NEl/4 SEl/4, Nt/2 SW114 SE1/4, SEl/4 SEl/4, St /2 N~1/4 ~~114, 

SE114 NE114 SW1/4, NE114 SE114 SWl/4. 
160.00 

T. 34 N., Ft. 8 W., 
sec. 15, St/2 SE114 SWl/4; 
sec. 22, W1/2 W1/2 NE1/4. 

T. 39 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 7, E1/2; 
sec. 8, N1/2. 

T. 39 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 3, lots 1 and 2, N1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4; 
sec. 10, E1/2; 
sec. 11, S1/2; 
sec. 20, N1/2 NE1/4. 

T. 39 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 3, SWt/4 SE1/4, N1/2 NE114 SW1/4; 
sec. 9, SW1/4 NE1/4, SEl/4; 
sec. 10, W1/2 NE1/4, SE114 NW1/4, NE114 SE1/4. 

T. 40 N., R. 3 E., 

20.00 
40.00 

329.00 
320.w 

319.98 
320.00 
32O.cxl 

am0 

60.00 
200.00 
160.00 

sec. 34, SE114 NE1/4, S1/2 NE114 SElf4, N1/2 SW114 SE1 14, SE114 SElf4, 
S1/2 NE114 NE1/4, SD/4 NE1/4 SW1/4, NE114 SE114 SWt/4. 

160.00 

T. 40 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 6, lots 2,3,4 and 7, SE114 SW1/4, NE114 SE1/4, S1/2 SE1/4. 

T. 40 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 1, lots 1 to 4, Incl., SE114 NE1/4, SW114 NW1/4, W1/2 Swl/4; 
sec. 3, lots 1 and 2, N1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4; 
sec. 4, lots 3 and 4, S1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4, W1/2 SE1/4; 
sec. 5, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, El/2 SW1/4, SEl/4; 
sec. 6, lot 7, SE1/4, SE114 SWl/4; 
sec. 7, lots 1 to 4, incl., E1/2, El/2 Wl/2; 
sec. 8, NW1/4 NW1/4; 
sec. 9, all; 
sec. 17, 5112; 
sec. 18, lots 1 to 4, incl., E1/2, El/2 Wl/2; 
sec. 19, lots 1 and 2, NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4; 
sec. 20, all; 
sec. 27, E1/2; 
sec. 34, Et/2. 

T. 40 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 1, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 12, all; 
sec. 13, all. 

T. 40 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 6, lots 1 thru 7, St/2 NE1/4, SE114 NW1/4, El/2 SWl/4. 

276.44 

270.36 
294.90 
375.02 
590.44 
237.55 
630.16 

40.00 
640.00 
320.00 
630.00 
314.98 
640.00 
320.00 
320.w 

62564 
640.00 
640.00 

462.88 

/ 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX 7 (CONTINUED) 

PUBLIC LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL BY SALE OR EXCHANGE. 

Description 

EXCHANGE ONLY 
\ 

Acreage 

T. 40 N., Ft. 16 W., 
sec. 33, N1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4; 
sec. 34, N1/2 NW1/4. 

T. 41 N., Ft. 2 W., 
sec. 23, all; 
sec. 24, W1/2; 
sec. 26, all; 
sec. 35, N1/2 N1/2. 

T. 41 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 30, lots 3 and 4, El/2 SWl/4; 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 4, incl., E1/2, El/2 Wl/2. 

T. 41 N., Ft. 6 W., 
sec. 5, SW1/4 SE1 14, SE1 /4 SWl/4; 
sec. 8, W1/2 El/2 B/2, NW114 SE1/4; 
sec. 25, El/2 SE1/4; 
sec. 34, 5112; 
sec. 35, NE1/4, S1/2. 

T. 41 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 4, lots 3 and 4, S1/2 NW1/4, SW114 NE1/4, NE114 SW1/4, N1/2 SEl/4, SE114 SE1/4; 
sec. 26, S1/2 NE1/4, Slf2; 
sec. 35, all. 

T. 41 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 8, SW114 NW1/4, W1/2 SWl/4. 

T. 41 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 31, E1/2; 
sec. 35, all south of I-1 5. 

T. 42 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 32, lots 3and 4, N1/2 SW1/4, W1/2 NE114 NW114 SE1/4, Wlf2 NW114 SE1/4, W1/2NW1/4 SE114 

NW114 SE1/4,51/2 SE1/4 NW114 SE1/4, NW114 SE114 NW1/4 SE1/4. 

240.00 
80.00 

640.00 
320.00 
640.00 
160.00 

158.71 
638.52 

80.00 
120.00 

80.00 
320.00 
480.00 

360.39 
400.00 
640.00 

120.00 

320.00 
160.00 

163.37 

T. 42 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 33, lots 2,3 and 4, S1/2. 393.74 

T. 42 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 31, all. 436.39 

Comprising 17,783.47 acres. 

The public land will be conveyed under the following terms and conditions. 

Subject to rights of record as follows: 

Roads: A 18951 through A 18956, A 18557 

Transmission lines: A 10117, A 16639, AR 017703, A 6016 

. / 
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APPENDICES 

PRIVATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 

F 
Description 

T. 33 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 3, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, U/2; 
sec. 5, lots 1 to 4, incl., Sl/2 N1/2, Sl/2; 
sec. 7, lots 1 to 4, incl., El/2 W1/2, E1/2; 
sec. 9, all; 
sec. 11, all. 

MOHAVE COUNTY 
N 

Acreage 

636.44 
637.64 
637.04 
640.00 
640.00 

T. 33 N., R. 10 W., 
sec. 1, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2. 641.00 

T. 34 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 3, SW1/4 NW1/4, NW114 SWl/4; 
sec. 4, lot 2, St/2 NE1/4, N1/2 SE1/4, SW114 SE1/4; 
sec. 9, W1/2 NE1/4, NE114 SWl/4, SE1/4; 
sec. 10, SW114 SW1/4; 
sec. 20, NE114 SE1/4; 
sec. 21, NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4, N1/2 S1/2, SE114 SWl/4, SW1/4 X1/4; 
sec. 22, W1/2 NW1/4, NW114 SW1/4; 
sec. 29, all; 
sec. 31, all; 
sec. 33, W1/2 NW114 NW114 SW1/4. 

T. 34 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 19, NW1/4 NE1/4; 
sec. 15, SW114 SW1/4; 
sec. 22, NW1/4, N1/2 SW1/4, SE114 SW1/4. 

8o.w 
239.05 
260.00 

40.00 
40.00 

460.00 
120.00 
640.00 
640.00 

5.00 

40.00 
40.00 

260.00 

T. 34 N., R 9 W., 
sec. 9, SE114 SEl/4; 40.00 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 4, incl., El/2 Wl/2, E1/2; 639.32 
sec. 33, all. 640.00 

T. 34 N., R. 10 W., 

sec. 35, all. 640.00 

T. 35 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 3, lots 1 to 4, S1/2 N1/2, 5112; 
sec. 16, SE114 SE1/4; 
sec. 19, NE1/4 NE1/4; 
sec. 20, N1/2, El/2 SWl/4, SE1/4; 
sec. 27, SW114 NE1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, N1/2 SWl/4; 
sec. 28, SE114 NElf4, S1/2 SW1/4, SE1/4; 
sec. 33, NW114 NE1/4, N1/2 NW1/4, SW114 NWlj4. 

640.20 
40.00 
40.00 

560.00 
200.00 
260.00 
160.00 

T. 35 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 3, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 639.24 
sec. 4, lots 1 and 2, S1/2 NE1/4, SEl/4; 316.75 
sec. 6, lots 5,6 and 7, SE114 SW1/4; 147.75 
sec. 7, lots 1,2 and 3; 106.27 
sec. 9, E1/2; 320.00 
sec. 10, all; 640.00 
sec. 14, S1/2 SW1/4; 80.00 
sec. 15, S1/2 SE1/4; 60.00 
sec. 20, SW1/4; 160.00 
sec. 29, NW1/4, N1/2 SW1/4; 240.00 
sec. 30, lots 3 and 4, El/2 SWl/4; 152.92 
sec. 31, lots 1 and 2, El/2 NW1/4. 152.99 

T. 35 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 1, S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 12, N1/2, N1/2 S1/2, SE114 SW1/4; 
sec. 13, SW114 NE1/4, NE114 SWl/4, N1/2 SE1/4; 
sec. 15, SE1/4; 

480.00 
520.00 
160.00 
160.00 

/ 
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APPENDICES APPENDIX 8 (CONTINUED) 
PRIVATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 

MOHAVE COUNTY 
/- b 

Description Acreage 

T. 35 N., R. 9 W., (cont.) 
sec. 22, E1/2; 320.00 
sec. 25, Slj2; 320.00 
sec. 26, El/2 SElj4; 80.00 
sec. 27, NEj14. 160.00 

T. 36 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 6, SWlj4 NElj4, SElj4 NWlj4, El/2 SW1 14, Wlj2 SElj4; 240.00 
sec. 7, lots 1 and 2, Nlj2 NElj4, El/2 NWlj4; 230.34 
sec. 10, SWlj4 NWlj4. 40.00 

T. 36 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 12, NElj4 NElj4, Slj2 NElj4, NElj4 SElj4. 160.00 

T. 37 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 17, SElj4. 160.00 

T. 38 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 3, SElj4 SE1/4; 40.00 
sec. 15, NWlj4 SElj4. 40.00 

T. 38 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 4, lot 2; 38.99 
sec. 25, NWlj4 NWlj4. 40.00 

T. 38 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 15, NElj4 SElj4; 40.00 
sec. 22, NElj4 SE1j4, Slj2 SElj4; ‘120.00 
sec. 27, NElj4 NElj4. 40.00 

T. 39 N., R. 4 W., 
sec. 24, El 12; 320.00 
sec. 25, Elj2. 320.00 

T. 39 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 22, SWlj4 NWlj4, NWlj4 SWlj4; 80.00 
sec. 35, NElj4 NWlj4. 40.00 

T. 39 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 2, Nlj2 NWlj4; 80.00 
sec. 3, Sl j2 NWlj4 SWlj4, Nlj2 SWlj4 SWlj4. 40.00 

T. 40 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 17, Slj2. 320.00 

T. 40 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 20, NElj4 SElj4. 40.00 

T. 40 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 4, S1/2 SW1/4, NW1/4 NE1/4, river bottom in SW1/4 NE1/4; 135.00 
sec. 17, Slj2 NWlj4, NWlj4 SWlj4; 120.00 
sec. 18, NElj4 SElj4. 40.00 . 

T. 40 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 25, N1/2 NElj4, NWlj4. , 240.00 

T. 41 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 6, SElj4 SWlj4; 40.00 
sec. 7, El/2 Wlj2; 160.w 
sec. 18, lots 2,3 and 4, El j2 Wlj2. 278.24 

T. 41 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 5, SElj4 NWlj4, NElj4 SW1 j4; 80.00 
sec. 11, El/2 Elj2; 160.00 

. / 
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APPENDIX 8 (CONTINUED) APPENDICES 

PRIVATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 
MOHAVE COUNTY 

/ 7 
Description Acreage 

T. 41 N., Ft. 6 W., (cont.) 
sec. 13, NW1/4, S1/2; 48Q.w 
sec. 14, El/2 E1/2. 160.00 

T. 41 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 4, W1/2 SWl/4, SE114 SW1/4, SW114 SE1/4; 160.00 
sec. 5, lots 1 and 2, S1/2 NElJ4, NE114 SE1/4, S1/2 SE1/4; 280.19 
sec. 6, lots 3 to 7, incl., SE114 NW1/4; 232.32 
sec. 8, NE114 NE1/4; 4Q.w 
sec. 9, NE1/4; 16Q.W 
sec. 20, SE114 SE1/4, W1/2 SE1/4, SE114 SW1/4; 160.00 
sec. 29, E1/2, El/2 W1/2. 48Q.00 

T. 41 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 1, S1/2 N1/2, N1/2 SE1/4, NE114 SW1/4, SW114 SE1/4; 320.00 
sec. 2, S1/2 NE1/4, N1/2 SE1/4, SE114 SE1/4; 2w.w 
sec. 5, s1/2; 320.00 
9.3~. a, wi/2; 320.00 
sec. 11, El/2 NE1/4, NE114 SE1/4; 120.00 
sec. 14, El/2 SWl/4; 80.00 
sec. 23, NE1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NE1/4, SE114 NWl/4, N1/2 S1/2; 320.00 
sec. 24, S1/2 NWl/4, N1/2 SW1/4, SE114 SW1/4; 2w.clQ 
sec. 25, NE114 NWlJ4. 4Q.w 

T. 41 N., FL 9 W., 
sec. 4, lots 3 and 4,51/2 NW1/4, SWl/4, S1/2 SEl/4; 399.63 
sec. 5, lots 1 and 2, S1/2 NEl/4, N1/2 SE1 14; 239.41 
sec. 10, S1/2 SW1/4; aQ.00 
sec. 14, SW114 NW1/4, W1/2 SW1/4; 120.00 
sec. 15, St/2 NE1/4, Wl/2, W/4; 56Q.w 
sec. 22, X1/4 NE1/4. 4o.w 

T. 41 N., R. 14 W., 
sec. 30, SW1/4 SW1/4. 40.00 

T. 41 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 25, SE114 SE1/4; 4Q.w 
sec. 34, SW1/4, NW114 NW114 SE1/4; 170.00 
sec. 36, E1/2. 320.00 

T. 41 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 12, W1/2 NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4. 160.00 

T. 42 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 6, incl.; El/2 SE1/4, El/2 SWl/4. 329.93 

Comprising 26,129.86 acres in Mohave County. / 

COCONINO COUNTY 

Description Acreage 

37 N., R. 5 E., 
sec. 4, lots 2 and 3, S1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4. 321.28 

38 N., R. 4 E., 
sec. 7, SE1/4. 160.00 
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APPENDICES APPENDIX 8 (CONTINUED) 
PRIVATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 

COCONINO COUNTY 

Description Acreage 

38 N., R. 5 E., 
sec. 5, patented mining claim described by Mineral Survey 21184 
sets. 5 and 6, patented mining claim described by Mineral Survey 2118B; 

sec. 6, lots 1 and 2, .SWt/4 NE1/4, NE1/4 SW1/4; 
sec. 8, lot 2; 
sets. 8 and 9, patented mining claim described by Mineral Survey 2141; 
sec. 29, NW114 NW1/4. 

39 N., R. 3 E., 
sets. 2 and 3, patented mining claim described by Mineral Survey 2140; 

sec. 3, SW114 SE1/4; 
sec. 10, SE114 NE1/4; 
sec. 11, Et/2 SW1/4, SW114 SE1/4; 
sec. 14, NW114 NE1/4; 
sec. 15, N1/2, SW1/4, W1/2 SE1/4; 
sec. 22, N1/2 NW1/4; 
sec. 35, NE114 SE114 SWt/4, SWlf4 SE1/4. 

14.63 
4.98 

160.72 
31.63 
17.03 
40.00 

15.50 
40.00 
40.00 

120.00 
40.00 

560.00 
80.00 
50.00 

39 N., R. 6 E., 
sec. 28, NE114 SEl/4, SW1/4 NW1/4, Sw1/4; 
sec. 33, N1/2 NW1/4. 

240.00 
80.06 

39 N., R. 7 E., 
sec. 3, lot 4 (part); 
sec. 4, lot 1 (part), SE1/4 SE1/4 NE1/4; 
sec. 7, SW1/4 SE1/4 (that portion east of Highway 89A); 
sec. 18, El/2 NE1/4 NW1/4 (that portion east of Highway89A). 

40 N., R. 1 E., 
sec. 21, all; 
sec. 28, N1/2 SE1/4, SW1/4, SW114 SE1/4; 
sec. 33, W1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, Nt/2 SWl/4, NW114 SE1/4. 

approx. 10.00 
approx. 30.00 

3.97 
approx. 6.00 

64O.W 
280.06 
360.00 

40 N., R. 3 E., 
sec. 34, NE1/4 SE1/4. 40.00 

40 N., R. 6 E., 
sec. 31, SW114 NE1/4, SE114 NW1/4, NE114 SW1/4, NW114 SE1/4. 160.00 

39 N., R. 1 W., 
sec. 15, all; 
sec. 21, E1/2; 
sec. 22, St/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, S1/2; 
sec. 23, S1/2 SW1/4; 
sec. 26, N1/2 NW1/4; 
sec. 27, N1/2 NE1/4. 

640.00 
320.00 
560.00 

80.00 
80.00 
80.00 

41 N., R. 1 W., 
sec. 3, lots 1 and 2, S1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4; 320.31 
sec. 10, N1/2 NE1/4, El/2 SWl/4, SE1/4; 320.00 
sec. 11, NW114 NE1/4, N1/2 NW1/4, SW1/4; 280.00 
sec. 14, W1/2; 320.00 
sec. 15, E1/2, El /2 W1/2; 480.00 
sec. 22, N1/2 NE1/4, NE114 NW1/4; 120.00 
sec. 23, NW114 NW1/4. 40.00 

Comprising 7,186.05 acres in Coconino County. 
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APPENDIX 8 (CONTINUED) 
APPENDICES 

STATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 
COCONINO COUNTY 

r 
Description 

T. 36 N., R. 4 E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 4 E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 5 E., 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 36 N., Ft. 3 E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 and 2, S1/2 NE1/4. 

T. 36 N., R. 4 E., 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 36 N., R. 5 E., 
sec. 31, NW114 SE1 14; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, S1/2 SW1/4. 

T. 36 N., R. 6 E., 
sec. 16, all. 

T. 39 N., R. 5 E., 
sec. 16, SE114 SE1/4; 
sec. 17, all; 
sec. 16, lots 1 to 4, incl., E1/2, El/2 W1/2. 

T. 40 N., R.l E., 
sec. 16, all. 

T. 40 N., R. 3 E., 
sec. 36, SE1/4. 

T. 40 N., R. 5 E., 
sec. 1, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 11, all; 
sec. 12, all; 
sec. 25, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T.40 N., R.6 E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 29, S1/2 S1/2; 
sec. 30, lots 1 to 4, incl., El/2, El/2 W1/2; 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 4, incl., El/2 E1/2, NW114 NE1/4, NE114 NW1/4, SE114 SW1/4, SW114 SE1/4; 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 41 N., R.l E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, SE1 14. 

T 
Acreage 

636.60 
640.00 

639.96 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

640.00 
640.00 

160.24 

640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

40.00 
640.00 

60.00 

640.w 

40.00 
640.00 
630.36 

640.00 

160.00 

644.76 
643.20 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

646.64 
160.00 
625.00 
466.00 
640.00 

639.24 
640.00 
160.00 

/ 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX 8 (CONTINUED) 

STATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 
COCONINO COUNTY 

P  .  

Description Acreage 

T. 41 N., R. 2 E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, Incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 639.76 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 3 E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 640.08 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 4 E., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 639.08 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 5 E., 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 35, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 8 E., 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all. 640.00 

T. 42 N., R. 1 E., 
sec. 36, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2. 478.84 

T. 42 N., R. 2 E., 
sec. 32, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2; 476.76 
sec. 36, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2. 471.36 

T. 42 N., R. 3 E., 
sec. 32, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2. 315.28 

T. 42 N., R. 6 E., 
sec. 36, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2. 481.68 

T. 39 N., R. 1 W., 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 24, W1/2 NW1/4, NW114 SW1/4; 120.00 
sec. 32, all. 640.00 

T. 40 N., R. 1 W., 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all. 640.00 

T. 40 N., R. 2 W., 
sec. 32, Wl/2, SEl/4; 480.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 1 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, Sl/2; 640.28 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

. 

Comprising 36,717.48 acres in Coconino County. 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX 8 (CONTINUED) 

STATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 
MOHAVE COUNTY 

F 
Description Acreage 

T. 32 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 2, Nl/2 SEl/4. 

T. 33 N., R. 11 W., 
sec. 16, all. 

T. 33 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 33 N., Ft. 14 W., 
sec. 36, SEl/4 SE1/4. 

T. 33 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., SE1/4 NE1/4, S1/2 NW1/4, Sl/2. 

T. 34 N. R. 7 W., 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 34 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 16, N1/2, SWl/4. 

T. 34 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 34 N., R. 10 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, it’d., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 34 N., R. 11 W., 
sec. 32, W1/2 NE1/4, NW1/4. 

T. 34 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 34 N., R. 13 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all. 

T. 34 N., R. 14 W., 
sec. 32, SW1 /4 SWl/4. 

T. 34 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 2, lot 4, St/2 NWl/4, N1/2 SE1 14, SW114 SE1/4. 

T. 35 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2. 

T. 35 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., 5112 N1/2, S1/2. 

T. 35 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 35 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 32, NW1/4, N1/2 SW1/4. 

80.00 

640.00 

640.00 

40.00 

600.40 

640.00 
640.00 

480.00 

640.00 

641.94 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

240.00 

630.52 
640.00 
640.00 

626.96 
640.00 

40.00 

237.42 

639.96 

640.28 

638.64 
640.00 

640.08 
240.00 
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APPENDIX 8 (CONTINUED) 

STATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 
MOHAVECOUNTY 

Description 
Y 

Acreage 

T. 35 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, in&., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 639.84 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 18, SW114 NE1/4, NE1/4 NWlj4, El/2 SE1/4; 160.00 
sec. 19, NE1/4, El/2 NW1/4, N1/2 SE1/4; 320.00 
sec. 20, W1/2 NW1/4, NW114 SW1/4; 120.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, N1/2, N1/2 S1/2. 480.00 

T. 35 N., R. 10 W., 
sec. 5, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 643.76 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 29, NW1/4; 160.00 
sec. 30, W1/2 NE1/4; 80.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 34, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 35 N., R. 11 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 641.96 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 35 N., R. 13 W., 
sec. 16, SW1/4 SE1/4, El/2 SE1/4; 120.00 
sec. 36, N1/2, El/2 SE1/4. 400.00 

T. 35 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 16, SE114 NE1/4. 4o.cQ 

T. 36 N., R. 4 W., 
sec. 2, W1/2 SW1 14. 80.00 

T. 36 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 624.00 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 36 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all. 640.00 

T. 36 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 635.00 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 36 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 16, N1/2, SW1/4, N1/2 SE1/4; 560.w 
sec. 32, SW114 NEl/4, NW114 SE1/4; 8mxl 
sec. 36, S1/2 NE1/4, SE114 SW1/4, SE1/4. 280.00 

T. 36 N., R. 10 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 638.20 
sec. 5, lots 1 and 2, S1/2 NE1/4; 163.88 
sec. 6, lots 1 and 2, S1/2 NE1/4; 165.59 
sec. 8, all; 640.00 
sec. 9, N1/2 SWl/4, W1/2 SElf4; 560.00 
sec. 10, N1/2 SW1/4 SWl/4; 360.00 
sec. 16, N1/2, NW114 SW1/4, NE114 SE1/4, Slj2 S1/2; 560.00 
sec. 17, all; 640.00 

/ 
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MOHAVECOUNTY 

APPENDICES 

Description 
\ 

Acreane 

T. 36 N., Ft. 10 W., (cont.) 
sec. 20, N1/2; 
sec. 29, Wl/2; 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 4, incl., El/2 W1/2, E1/2; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 36 N., R. 11 W., 
sec. 2, lots 3 and 4, St/2 NWl/4, Slj2; 
sec. 15, all; 
sec. 16, El/2, NE114 SWl/4, Sl/2 SWl/4; 
sec. 22, all; 
sec. 27, Sl/2 NE1/4, NW1/4, Sl/2; 
sec. 28, all; 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 4, incl., El/2 W1/2, El/2; 
sec. 32 El/2 NEl/4, SW114 NE1/4, Wl/2, SE1/4; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 36 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., Sl/2 N1/2, Sl/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 36 N., R. 13 W., 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 36 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 4, 5112; 
sec. 8, all; 
sec. 9, all; 
sec. 16, WI/2 SE1/4; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 4 W., 
sec. 16, E1/2, SWt/4. 

T. 37 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 NW1/4; 
sec. 36, SE114 SE1/4. 

T. 37 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., Sl/2 N1/2, Sl/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., Sl/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 10, El/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 10 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., Sl/2 N1/2, Sl/2; 
sec. 10, S1/2; 
sec. 15, all; 
sec. 16, all; 

320.00 
320.00 
632.64 
640.00 
640.00 

489.30 
640.00 
440.00 
640.00 
560.00 
640.00 
629.08 
600.00 
640.00 

671.26 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

640.00 
640.00 

320.00 
640.00 
640.00 

80.00 
640.00 
640.00 

480.00 

640.00 

24O.CO 
40.00 

640.76 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

640.72 
320.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

670.32 
320.00 
640.00 
640.00 
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STATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 
MOHAVE COUNTY 

/ 
Description 

T. 37 N., R. 10 W., (cont.) 

sec. 21, all; 
sec. 22, all; 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 37 N., Ft. 11 W., 
sec. 16, N1/2, SW1/4, W1/2 X1/4, SE114 .X1/4; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 36, N1/2, SW1/4, E1/2 SE1/4, SW114 SE1/4. 

T. 37 N., R. 13 W., 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 37 N., R. 14 W., 

sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 38 N., R. 4 W., 

sec. 32, SE114 SE1/4. 

T. 38 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 15, N1/2, El/2 SWlf4, SW1/4 Sw1/4, sE1/4; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 21, all; 
sec. 22, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 38 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 4, lot 4, St/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 5, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 6, lots 1 to 7, incl., Sl J2 NE1 J4, SE1 J4 NW1 J4, El J2 SW1 J4, El ~4; 
sec. 11, all; 
sec. 12, all; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 38 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 36, W1/2 SE1/4. 

T. 38 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 38 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 16, Nl J2 SW1/4, SW114 SW1 J4; 

sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, N1/2 NW1/4, W1/2 SW1/4, w1/2 S~1/4, .X1/4 smJ4. 

T. 38 N., R. 10 W., 
sec. 2, lot 1, S1/2; 
sec. 16, W1/2. 

. 

Acreage 

640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

600.00 
640.00 
640.00 

643.04 
600.00 

640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

640.84 
640.00 
640.00 

40.00 

638.24 
600.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

637.84 
518.84 
633.56 
622.87 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

60.00 

641.80 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

120.00 
640.00 
260.00 

359.74 
320.00 
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MOHAVE COUNTY 

/ 
Description Acreage 

T. 38 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., St/2 N1/2, Sl/2; 645.72 
sec. 10, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 39 N., R. 4 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, inch, Sl/2 Nl/2, Sl/2; 640.16 
sec. 13, all; 640.w 
sec. 14, E1/2; 32000 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 25, WI 12; 320.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 39 N., R. 5 W., 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 39 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 14, W1/2, SEl/4; 480.00 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 29, all; 640.00 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 4, incl., El/2, El/2 W1/2; 631.60 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 39 N., R. 8 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., Sl/2 N1/2, S1/2; 623.72 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 39 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, Sl/2; 628.24 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 39 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 39 N., R. 13 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., Sl/2 Nl/2, S1/2. 639.08 

T. 40 N., R. 3 W., 
sec. 32, all. 640.00 

T. 40 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, all. 640.00 

T. 40 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 32, Nl/2; 320.00 
sec. 36, N1/2, N1/2 SW1/4, NE114 SEl/4. 440.00 

T. 40 N., R. 10 W., 
sec. 16, Nl/2 NW1/4, El/2 SWl/4, SW1/4 SW1/4, SEl/4; 360.00 
sec. 32, SW114 NE1/4, NWl/4. 200.00 

T. 40 N., R. 11 W., 
sec. 16, NE1/4 NEl/4. 40.00 

T. 40 N., R. 12 W., 
sec. 16, SEl/4. 160.00 
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STATE LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION 
MOHAVE COUNTY 

r  

Description Acreage 

T. 40 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 16, S1/2 NW114 NE1/4, SW114 NE1/4, Wt/2 SE114 NE1/4, SE1/4. 240.00 

T. 40 N., R. 16 W. 
sec. 26, El/2 SE1/4. 80.00 

T. 41 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 8, s1/2; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, all. 

T. 41 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 36, all. 

T. 41 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 2, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2 N1/2, S1/2; 
sec. 12, all; 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 17, all; 
sec. 32, all; 
sec. 36, all. 

320.00 
640.00 
640.00 

640.00 

639.92 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 
640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 13 W., 
sec. 32, all; 640.00 
sec. 36, all. 640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 16, all; 640.00 
sec. 19, all; 640.00 
sec. 30, all. 640.00 

T. 41 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 2, all; 640.00 
sec. 12, El/2 NE1/4, W1/2 NW1/4, S1/2; 460.w 
sec. 13, E1/2. 320.00 

T. 42 N., R. 7 W., 
sec. 32, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2. 416.48 

T. 42 N., R. 6 W., 
sec. 31, lots 1 to 6, incl., El/2 SW1/4, SElj4; 41096 
sec. 32, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2. 41040 

T. 42 N., R. 9 W., 
sec. 32, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2; 406.52 
sec. 36, lots 1 to 4, incl., S1/2. 406.72 

T. 42 N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 36, lots 1 to 3, incl. 90.71 

. 
Comprising 114,951.53 acres in Mohave County. 

COCONINO AND MOHAVE COUNTlES 

f Description 
\ 

Acreage 

T. 36 N., R. 3 W., 
sec. 16, all; 
sec. 32, lot 1, NE1/4, W1/2, N1/2 SE1/4, SW114 SE1 14. 

Comprising 1,279.41 acres in Coconino and Mohave Counties. 

640.00 
639.41 

/ 
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AVAILABILITY OF LANDS FOR FLUID LEASABLE MINERAL ACTMTY 
RELATIVE TO RESOURCE POTENTIAL 

PROPOSED PLAN 
\ 

Potential 

Category 

Cateaorv A 
Areas open to lease subject to 
standard terms and conditions. 

LOW Moderate High Total 

848,200 1,942,600 0 2,771,OOO 

Cateaorv B 
Areas open to lease subject to 
seasonal restrictions. 

269,900 0 0 269,900 

Cateaorv C 
Areas open to lease subject to 
no surface occupancy. 

90,400 47,400 0 157,600 

Cateaotv D 
Areas closed to leasing. 155,600 110,000 0 265,600 

Total 1,364,lOO 2,100,000 0 3,464,1 oo* 
. / 

*The total number of acres used in this table reflects the total number of surface acres in the Arizona Strip 
District including BLM, state, and private. This has been done for comparison purposes only so that a 
consistent number of total acres may be used in the table without regard to proposed land ownership 
adjustments. The actual acreage in each category mayvary slightly from those shown in this table due to the 
description of the acreage by legal subdivision. 

FLUID MINERAL LEASING CATEGORIES 

Category A 

Under the preferred alternative, approximately 2,790,800 acres would be open to lease subject to standard 
lease terms and conditions. 

Category B 

in order to protect peregrine falcon during the nesting season, exploration, drilling and other surface-disturbing 
activities will be allowed only during the period from August 1 through March 1. This limitation does not apply to the 
maintenance and operation of producing wells. Exceptions to this limitation in any year may be specifically authorized 
in writing by the authorized officer of the federal surface management agency if it is shown to the satisfaction of the 
authorized officer that no adverse impacts to peregrine falcon would occur. This limitation would apply to 
approximately 230,000 acres. 

in order to protect bighorn sheep, exploration, drilling and other surface- disturbing activities will be allowed only 
during the period from June 1 through November 30. This limitation does not apply to the maintenance and operation 
of producing wells. Exceptions to this limitation in any year may be specifically authorized in writing by the authorized 
officer of the federal surface management agency if it is shown to the satisfaction of the authorized officer that adverse 
impacts to the bighorn sheep would not occur. This limitation would apply to approximately 39,900 acres. 
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AVAILABILITY OF LANDS FOR FLUID LEASABLE MINERAL ACTMTY 
RELATIVE TO RESOURCE POTENTIAL 

Category C 

In order to protect important scenic values, no surface occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allowed 
within the Virgin River Gorge scenic withdrawal. Exceptions to this limitation may be specifically authorized in writing 
by the authorized officer of the federal surface management agency if it is shown to the satisfaction of the authorized 
officer that the proposed disturbance or occupancy will not substantially impair the visual resources of the area. This 
limitation would apply to approximately 3,300 acres. 

In order to protect important scenic values, no surface occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allowed 
within Kanab Creek or Grama Canyon. Exceptions to this limitation may be specifically authorized in writing by the 
authorized officer of the federal surface management agency if it is shown to the satisfaction of the authorized officer 
that the proposed disturbance or occupancy will not substantially impair the visual resources of the area. This limi- 
tation would apply to approximately 20,100 acres. 

In order to protect important scenic values, no surface occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allowed on 
slopes in excess of 30 percent along or within the following areas: the north slopes of Mokiac and Seegmiller 
mountains; Hurricane Cliffs; Diamond Butte; upper and lower Grand Wash Cliffs; Parashant, Andrus, Hidden, and 
Dansil canyons; and the Moccasin Mountains. Exceptions to this limitation may be specifically authorized in writing 
by the authorized officer of the federal surface management agency if it is shown to the satisfaction of the authorized 
officer that the proposed disturbance or occupancy will not impair the visual resources of the area. This limitation 
would apply to approximately 134,200 acres. 

Category D 

In order to protect wilderness values, eight areas encompassing some265,600 acres on the Arizona Strip District 
were designated as wilderness by Congress in 1984. These areas were withdrawn from mineral leasing at that time. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

Manage For Information Potential 

Cultural resources included under this objective are capable of contributing useful scientific, historic, or manage- 
ment information. This information potential is to be protected to the extent needed, by physical or administrative 
means, until the potential has been realized through appropriate study. 

Cultural resources which would be managed for their information potential have one or both of the following 
characteristics: 

1. They are suitable for scientific study using currently available research techniques, including study that would result 
in their physical alteration. 

2. They are suitable for controlled experimental studies which would aid in the management of other cultural properties; 
studies, for example, that are aimed at understanding the effects of natural or human-caused impacts to cultural 
properties, effectiveness of protection or monitoring efforts and similar objectives. 

Habitation, historic agricultural, resource utilization and socio-cultural site types are known recorded properties in 
the RMP area. The existence of prehistoric agricultural site types Is not well documented but they are believed to be 
in the RMP area. Cultural properties that are found and are not specifically designated to one of the management 
objectives below would be managed for their information potential because they contain retrievable information that 
is important to developing an understanding of the cultural history of the RMP area and surrounding region. 

Cultural properties to be managed for their information potential may be studied for one or a combination of the 
following: 

- They are suitable for study for satisfying the needs of an academic research proposal 

- They are suitable for short or long-term establishment of archaeological field schools. 

- They are subjects of data recovery designed to mitigate the impacts of a competing land use. 

- They are suitable for monitoring the effects of natural and human-caused impacts to cultural properties, 

Such studies must be in accordance with BLM-approved research designs, data recovery plans and recordation 
standards. Bureau and non-Bureau personnel using cultural resources for this purpose must comply with the 
provisions of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979. Uses which will affect National Register-listed or 
-eligible properties will require consultation in accordance with 36 CFR 800 and applicable Memorandums of 
Agreement. 

The information potential of cultural resources managed under this objective will be protec&d through monitoring 
of selected geographical areas or high-value sites, and occasional monitoring of others. Stabilization, fencing, signing, 
electronic, aerial and ground surveillance as well as public awareness efforts will be employed to achieve this objective. 

Manage for Conservation 

Cultural resources included under this objective have overriding scientific prehistoric and/or historic importance. 
Because of their scarcity, a research potential that surpasses the current state of the art, such resources are not 
considered appropriate subjects of studies that would cause physical alteration. Theywill be managed to maintain their 
present condition and protect them from potentially conflicting land or resource uses. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

The National Register-listed archaeological site known as Antelope Cave and the National Register-eligible site 
known as Rock Canyon Shelter will be managed under the conservation objective. Both sites have been altered by 
authorized research and by vandalism but researchers believe that intact deposits may remain that with advanced 
methods of data collection and analysis may yield new information that could potentially advance our knowledge of the 
Archaic to Formative transition. All similar relatively undisturbed cave or rock shelter sites which may be discovered 
or acquired in the RMP area will also be managed for conservation, because sites from this period of transition are rare. 

Archaeological sites from selected classes of cultural properties representing transition periods may be identified 
in future activity plans to create a data bankto be managed under this objective. The purpose is to preserve these sites 
for future study when analytical techniques are more sophisticated and the research contributions of these resources 
can be maximized. Management emphasis will be placed on protecting these resources with their cultural material in 
place. Only nondestructive studies and analysis will be permitted. 

The management objectives determined for these cultural properties may be changed from conservation to infor- 
mation potential after determining that their research values can be realized through state-of-the-art methods of data 
collection and analysis. Such studies would then be subject to the standards and provisions identified under 
management for information potential. 

Cultural properties of this class may be managed under the public values objective if their information potential has 
reached the point where educational, recreational and other public values would not result in the loss of important 
scientific values. 

Interpretive efforts such as trails, signs and brochures may be considered for Antelope Cave after the access to 
the interior of the cave has been controlled. Other interpretive efforts for cultural properties under this management 
category may be considered but would not have a high priority. 

Measures to conserve these cultural resources for the future will include high-priority status for monitoring 
(electronic, aerial and ground) and evaluating access that does not conflict with other resource uses. Stabilization 
efforts, such as erosion control, will be implemented as needed. 

Manage for Public Values 

Cultural resources included under this objective are particularly useful for their socio-cultural, educational, 
recreational or other public values. Their locations will be managed in a manner that gives adequate consideration to 
these values. 

Cultural resources managed for public values generally possess one or both of the following characteristics: 

1. They are perceived by a social and/or cultural group as having attributes which contribute to maintaining the 
heritage or existence of that group. Locations of traditional cultural or religious importance to Native Americans 
or Mormons, for example, would be of this kind. 

2. They are appropriate for interpretive development as exhibits in place, for supervised participation in scientific or 
historic studies by members of amateur archaeological societies and for educational and recreational uses by 
membersof the general public. Cultural resources of this kind which have been identified in the RMP area are Little 
Black Mountain, Colorado City sites, Pinenut, West Bench Pueblo, Nampaweap, Witch Pool, Nixon Sawmill/ 
Uinkaret Pueblo and Paiute Cave. Cultural ACECs not represented by one of the above sites if designated (Lost 
Spring, Moonshine Ridge and Johnson Spring), will include at least one site managed with public use as an 
objective. Other sites will be identified for public value management as studies are completed. 

Accessibility, public demand, public sensitivity, cost-effectiveness and feasibility will be considered, among other 
factors, in managing cultural properties of this kind for educational or recreational use. Management might include 
signs, self-guided interpretive trails, brochures, supervised archaeological excavation, mapping and other forms of 
recordation, stabilization, visitor facilities, on-site public tours and long-term group stewardships. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 
Cultural resources identified by contemporary social and/or cultural groups would take into account the concerns 

and sensitivities of the groups involved. Information on such resources would be protected from public disclosure to 
the extent allowed by statute. 

Management of cultural resources for public values will be carried out with an awareness of any information 
potential such resources might possess. Any development of a cultural property for educational or recreational use will 
be done in such a manner as to safeguard important scientific information and will be subject to the requirements of 
appropriate laws and regulations. 

Activity Plans 

Cultural resources in the RMP area will be allocated to specific uses in subsequent cultural resource management 
plans. Activity plans containing detailed management prescriptions for selected cultural properties will be developed 
after use allocations have been made. Cultural properties to be managed for conservation will receive the highest 
priority for activity planning. Areas for which activity plans will be prepared are, in priority order; Witch Pool, 
Nampaweap, Lost Spring Mountain, Moonshine Ridge, Johnson Spring, Mt. Trumbull and Paria Plateau. 

Classes of Cultural Properties in the RMP Area 

1. Habitat (includes): 

Prehistoric villages/towns 
Rock shelters and caves 
Historic villages/towns 
Pueblos 
Camps 
Pithouses 
Cabins 

2. Agriculture (includes): 

Prehistoric terraces 
Water control devices 
Historic terraces 
Ranching facilities 

3. Resource Utilization (includes): 

Prehistoric artifact scatters 
Mines 
Historic artifact scatters 
Roasting pits 
Trash middens 
Hearths 
Quarries 
Ovens 
Storage cists 

4. Socio-cultural (includes): 

Historic inscriptions 
Prehistoric rock art 
Community rooms 
Religious 
Mortuary 
Historic roads and trails 
Kivas 
Prehistoric trails 
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WATERSHED CONDITION CATEGORIZATION 
OF GRAZING ALLOTMENTS WITHIN ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

CATEGORY I 

Atkin Well (N) - 5207 
Buffalo Tank - 5335 
Cedar Knoll - 5318 
Cedar Wash - 4842 
Cram - 5333 
Dripping Spring - 4818 
Duncan Tank - 4820 
Faught Place - 4807 
Grama Point - 5233 
Grama Springs - 5225 
Gulch - 5230 
Hacks Reservoir - 5257 
Heaton Findlay - 5237 
Highway - 5412 
Home Ranch - 4855 
Hurricane Cliffs - 5251 
lverson - 4834 
Jacob Canyon - 5317 
Kanab Creek - 5321 
Kanab Gulch - 5224 
Lambing - 4838 
Last Chance - 4815 
Little Tank - 4853 
Littlefield Community - 4827 
Littlefield Free-Use - 4843 
Lizard - 4857 
Meeks - 5258 
Mesquite Community - 4832 
Mosby - 4835 
Mosby-Nay - 4836 
Mule Canyon - 4821 
Mustang Spring - 4859 
Pa’s Pocket - 4848 
Pakoon - 4802 
Pakoon Spring - 4800 
Pigeon Tank - 5322 
Purgatory - 4831 
Rock Canyon - 5200 
Rock Canyon Tank - 5319 
South Bullrush - 5234 
Spendlove - 5215 
Sullivan Canyon - 4810 
Sunshine - 4863 
Sunshine Tank - 5247 
Tassi - 4851 
Toquer Tank - 4861 
Shinarump - 5301 
Stateline - 5244 
Wells - 5208 
Whiterock Soapstone - 4804 
Yellowstone - 5213 

CATEGORY II 

Badger Creek - 5341 
Beaver Dam - 4828 
Black Canyon - 4837 
Black Knoll - 5215 
Blake Pond - 4813 
Bush Head - 5329 
Button - 5308 
Canaan Point - 5205 
Cane Beds - 5212 
Cedar Mountain (Utah) 
Clay Spring - 4845 
Clayhole - 5215 
Cove - 5204 
Cowboy Butte - 5310 
Coyote Spring - 4805 
Diamond Butte - 4833 
Ferrin - 5246 
Ferry Swale - 5336 
Gunsight - 5320 
Harris Well - 5238 
Hat Knoll - 4837 
Highway - 5309 
Home Ranch - 5329 
Homestead - 5253 
House Rock - 5331 
Jackson Tank - 4830 
Johnson Run - 5319 
Lee’s Ferry - 5337 
Little Wolf - 4814 
Loco Point - 5260 
Lost Spring Gap - 5300 
Lower Hurricane - 4837 
Mainstreet (winter) - 4808 
Moonshine - 5237 
Mormon Well - 4844 
Mt. Trumbull - 4826 
Parashant - 4829 
Pat’s Pond - 4862 
Pine - 5329 
Pocum Tank - 4840 
Pratt Tank - 5314 
Quail Canyon - 4857 
Rider - 5305 
Rock Pockets - 5213 
Rosenberry - 4846 
Sage - 5311 
Soap Creek - 5332 
Suicide - 5322 
White Pocket - 5243 
Wild Band - 5223 
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CATEGORY IV 

Antelope - 5206 
Antelope Spring - 5210 
Atkin Well (S) - 5207 
Belnap - 4849 
Belnap West - 4822 
Big Spring Pipeline - 4870 
Black Rock - 4841 
Cedar - 5258 
Chatterly - 5307 
Cottonwood - 4809 
Coyote - 5327 
Crosby Tank - 5219 
Eight Mile Pass - 5304 
Fern Tank - 5217 
Flat Top - 5206 
Franks Reservoir - 5325 
Fuller Road - 5324 
Glazier Dam - 5202 
Grassie Mountain - 4825 
Hacks - 5227 
Hidden Spring - 4803 
Highway - 5306 
lmlay - 4817 
lvanpah - 4858 
Jump Canyon - 4801 
June Tank - 5221 
Lamb Tank - 5257 
Link Spring - 4819 
Mainstreet (summer) - 4868 
Mt. Logan - 5218 
Mud & Cane - 4850 
Muggins Flat - 5313 
Penn’s Well - 4852 
Pipe Valley - 5242 
Scotties Seep - 5236 
Shuttleworth - 5306 
Sullivan Tank - 4816 
Sunshine Point - 5218 
Swapp Tank - 5248 
Temple Trail - 5216 
Tuweep - 5220 
Valley Wash - 5234 
Wildcat - 4854 
Wolfhole Canyon - 4811 
Wolfhole Lake - 4823 
Water Canyon - 5257 
Spooks Knoll - 5319 
Two Mile - 5328 
White Sage - 5349 
Wolfhole Mountain - 4839 



APPENDIX 11 (CONTINUED) 
APPENDICES 

WATERSHED CONDITION CATEGORIZATION 
OF GRAZING ALLOTMENTS WITHIN ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

APPROXIMATE 
CATEGORY 

DESCRlPTlON FEDERAL ACREAGE 

I Watershed units are in satisfactory condition and are 
not especially susceptible to wind and water erosion 

808,000 

II Watershed units are in satisfactory condition but are 
susceptible to wind and water erosion following 
disturbance 

1,226,OOO 

IV Watershed units currently are in unsatisfactory condition 
and the soils would be responsive to treatment 

1,188,ooo 

The district has no Category III watershed areas 
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APPENDIX 12 

PRIORITY SPECIES/STATE SPECIAL STATUS ANIMALS 
AND PLANTS THAT OCCUR OR COULD OCCUR IN RMP AREA 

Animals 

Woundfin minnow 
Virgin River spinedace 
Virgin River chub 
Relict leopard frog 
Common black hawk 
Southern bald eagle 
Osprey 
American peregrine falcon 
Sharp-shinned hawk 
Southern spotted owl 
Northern goshawk 
Ferruginous hawk 
Swainson’s hawk 
Snowy egret 
American bittern 
Black-crowned night heron 
White-faced ibis 
Western snowy plover 
Yellow-billed cuckoo 
Belted kingfisher 
Southwestern willow flycatcher 
Black-capped chickadee 
Red bat 
Spotted bat 
Gray wolf 
Marble Canyon kangaroo rat 
Desert tortoise 
Western skink 
Northern leopard frog 

Plagopterus argentissimus 
Lepidomeda mollispinus mollispinus 
Gila robusta seminuda 
Rana onca 
Buteogallus anthracinus anthracinus 
Haliaetus leucocephalus leucocephalus 
Pandion haliaetus 
Falco peregrinus anatum 
Accipiter striatus 
Strix occidentalis lucida 
Accipiter gentilis 
Buteo regalis 
Bureo swainsoni 
Egretta thula brewsteri 
Botancus lentignosus 
Nyticorax nyticorax 
Plegadis chihi 
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus 
Coccyzus americanus 
Megaceryle alcyon 
Empidonax trail/ii etiimus 
Pan/us atricapillus 
Lasiurus borealis 
Euderma maculatum 
Canus lupus 
Dipodomys microps leucotis 
Xerobares agassizii 
Eumeces skiltonianus 
Rana pipiens 
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PRIORITY SPECIES/STATE SPECIAL STATUS ANIMALS 
ANDPLANTSTHATOCCURORCOULDOCCURINRMPAREA 

Plants 

Vagabond Parsnip 
Parny Wild Parsley 
Narrowleaf Blue Star 
Jones Blue Star 
Hidden Horn Milkweed 
Hooker Balsam Root 
Silverleaf Sunray 
Nodesten Sunray 
Hopi Sunflower 
Longsprine Cotton Thorn 
Blackrock Ground Daisy 
Atwood Catseye 
Hermit Catseye 
Utah Corycactus 
Yellow Beavertail 
Navajo Bridge Cactus 
Brady Plains Cactus 
Fickeisen Navajo Cactus 
Gypsum Cactus 
Devils Claw 
James Whitlow Wort 
Utah Sandpaper Bush 
Silver Buffalo Berry 
Beaked Milkvetch 
Barneby Milkvetch 
Beath Milkvetch 
Beaver Dam Milkvetch 
Striped Flower Milkvetch 
Mohave Dalea 
King Clover 
Littlefield Nama 
Three Hearts 
Hopi Sage 
Blue Curls 
Nevada Moonpod 
Slender Evening Primrose 
Least Evening Primrose 
Roaring Spr. Prickle Poppy 
Heerman Wild Buckwheat 
Atwood Wild Buckwheat 
Scarlet Wild Buckwheat 
Shrub Gilia 
Juniper Buttercup 
Desert Rose 
Two-leaf Bedstraw 
Red Alum Root 
King Snapdragon 
Mt. Trumbull .Beardtongue 
Nevada Blue Grass 
Virgin Narrows Spike Moss 
Apline watsonii 

Aletes macdougali 
Loma tium parryi 
Amsonia tomentosa stenophylla 
Amsonia jonesii 
Asclepias crytoceras 
Balsamorhiza hookeri 
Enceliopsis argophylla 
Enceliopsis nudicalis 
Helianthus anomalus 
Tetradymia axillaris longispina 
Townsendia smithii 
Crypthantha atwoodii 
Crypthantha capitate 
Coryphantha missouriensis marstonii 
Opuntia basilaris avrea 
Opuntia nicholii 
Pediocactus bradyi 
Pediocactus peeblesianus fickeiseniae 
Pediocactus sileri 
Schlerocactus spinosior 
Paronychia jamesii 
Mortonia scabrella utahensis 
Shepherdia argentea 
Astragalus acutirostris 
Astragalus barnebyi 
Astragalus beathii 
Astragalus geyeri triquetrius 
Astragalus stria tiflorus 
Psorothamnus arborescens pubescens 
Trifolium kingii macilentum 
Nama pusillum 
Tricardia watsoni 
Salvia pachphylla 
Trichostema micranthum 
Selinocarpus nevadensis 
Camissonia exilis 
Camissonia parvula 
Argemon arizonica 
Eriogonum heermanii subracemosum 
Eriogonum thompsonae atwoodii 
Eriogonum zionis coccineum 
lpomopsis frutescens 
Ranunculus juniperinus 
Rosa s tella ta 
Galium bifolium 
Heuchera rubescens 
Antirrhinun hingii 
Penstemon distans 
Poa nevadensis 
Salaginella leucobtyoides 
Salaginella wa tsonii 
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APPENDIX 13 
FEDERALLY LISTED AND CANDIDATE CATEGORY 1 AND 2 PLANT 

AND ANIMAL SPECIES CONSIDERED FOR ANALYSIS 

Listed Species* 

Desert tortoise Xerobafes agassizii 
Woundfin minnow Plagoprerus argentissimus 
Virgin River chub Gila robusra seminuda 
Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus anarum 
Southern bald eagle Haliaetus leucocephalus leucocephalus 
Welsh’s milkweed Asclepias welshii 
Siler pincushion cactus Pediocacrus sileri 
Brady pincushion cactus Pediocacrus bradyi 

Candidate Category 1 (priority species) 

Fickeisen’s plains cactus 
Bristly plains cactus 
Razorback sucker 

Pediocacrus peeblesianus var. fickeiseniae 
Pediocacrus paradinei 
Xyrauchen rexanus 

Candidate Category 2 

Southern spotted owl 
Ferruginous hawk 
Northern goshawk 
White-faced ibis 
Western snowy plover 
Mountain plover 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 
Spotted bat 
Marble Canyon kangaroo rat 
Merriam’s kangaroo rat 
Virgin River spinedace 
Arizona southwestern toad 
Grand Wash springsnail 
Grand Canyon Cave Pseudoscorpion 
Locoweed 
Beaver Dam milkvetch 
Locoweed 
Slender evening primrose 
Virgin River thistle 
Mt. Trumbull beardtongue 
Bicolor penstemon 
Desert rose 
Long-billed curlew 
Scurf-pea 

Srrix occidentals 
Bureo regalis 
Accipirer gentiiis apache 
Plegadis chihi 
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus 
Charadrius montanus 
Empidonax trail/ii extimus 
Euderma macularurn 
Dipodomys microps leucoris 
Dipodomys merriami frenatus 
Lepidomeda mollispinus mollispinus 
Bufo microscaphus microscaphus 
Pyrgulopsis bacchus 
Archeolarca cavicola 
Asrragalus ampullarius 6 
Asrragalus geyeri var. rriquetrius 
Astragalus holmgrenorium 
Camissonia exilis 
Cirsium virginensis 
Penstemon disrans 
Penstemon bicolor spp. roseus 
Rosa stellara (var. undefined as yet) 
Numeicus americanus 
Psoralia epipsila 

*With the exception of the southern bald eagle, all listed species are identified as priority species. 

A-52 



.APPEQD!TC I__.. 

HMP OBJECTIVES - ILLION RESOURCE AREA 

Reestablish antelope on Establish 100 antelope in 
661,000 acres of historic House RockValley by 1990. 
range: 400 in Grand Wash Increase fawn survival from 
Planning Unit and 400 in 5 to 25 per 100 does. 
Antelope Planning Unit. 
Increase fawn survival from 
43 to 55 per 100 does. 

section (180 deer) to 10 per 2,000 to 4,000 yearlong by 
section (600 deer) in the 
Buckskins by 1990. Increase fawn survival rate 
Increase deer from 1 per from 30 per 100 does to a 5- 
section (60 deer) to 3 per year average of 75 fawns 
section (180 deer) on the per 100 does by 1996. 
Vermillion Cliffs rim by 1990. 
Increase deer from 1 per 
section (60 deer) to 2 per 
section (360 deer) in the 
Gunsight Point area by 1990. 
Determine need for habitat 
improvements on west rim 
and lower Kanab Creek 
Canyon by 1996. 

Bighorn Sheep Reestablish 175 bighorn 
sheep in Paria Canyon - Ver- 
million Bench by 1995. 
Reestablish 130 sheep 
in Hacks Canyon-Kanab 
Creek by 2000. 

Turkey Maximize turkey popula- 
tions by protection and 
improvement of habitat. 

Kaibab Squirrel Establish a viable pop- 
ulation in all suitable 
habitat in the ponderosa 
pine zone. 

Chukar Improve habitat and hunt- Establish a population 
ing opportunities by 1996. in Whitmore and Parashant 

canyons through trans- 
plants. 

Fish Ensure a native fish 
fauna is maintained in 
the Paria River drainage. 

Non-Game Develop potential habitat for Provide for habitat needs of Ensure diversity and abun- 
waterfowl and small game. non-game species. dance of habitats for non- 

game species. . / 
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HMP & HMAP IWITS RESOURCE AREA 
r 

SPECIES 

Mule Deer 

BLACK ROCK HMP PARASHANT HMP VIRGIN RIVER- TASSI-GOLD ’ 
PAKOON BASIN HMP BUlTE HMAP 

increase populations Attain 2,200 deer by 
from 800 to 2,200. 1995. 
InCreaSefaWn SLJrViVai Attain fawn survival of 
rates from 30 to 75 per 50 per 100 does by 
100 does by 1996. 1995. 
Manage areas above 
6,000 feet as crucial 
wildlife habitat. 

Bighorn Sheep 

Turkey 

Introduce desert big- Reintroduce into 
horn sheep into the vr- Grand Wash Cliffs by 
gin Mountains and pro 1985. Meet habitat 
vide suitable habitat needs for 100 big- 
management for 100 horns. 
bighorn. 

Establish turkey popu- 
lation by 1990; man- 
age ponderosa pine to 
support turkeys. 

Woundfin 
Minnow 

Assure survival. 

Fish Maintain native popu- 
lations. 

Desert Tortoise Assure effective man- 
agement of tortoise 
habitat; inventory and 
monitoring. 

Raptors Inventory and manage Monitor and maintain 
according to Bureau- habitat for nesting and 
wide Raptor HMP. wintering raptors. 

Riparian 

Wild Burro 

Maintain and upgrade Inventory, monitor, 
all riparian areas. and protect aquatic 

areas for special status 
and ripariandepend- 
ent species. 

Restore vegetatior 
within critical areas tc 
maintain ecological 
balance. 
Maintain a viable 
breeding populatior 
(90 -100 burros). 
Maintainfree-roaming 
behavior of burros. 
Reduce impact of over 
browsing and trailing. 
Monitor habitat inter 
actions with livestock. 
bighorn sheep ant 
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APPENDIX 16 

DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORIZATION 
ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Direction from the BLM Desert Tortoise Range Wide Plan (RWP), pages 1 i- 12, states the following: 

“Desert Tortoise Habitat Areas will be delineated by BLM district managers (with public review) to meet the 
three category goals. Such categorization of habitatswill assist the BLM in attaining the overall tortoise habitat 
management goal established by the Director. That goal Is translated into more specific goals for each habitat 
category. These category goals will, in turn, be reached by implementing the objectives and related 
management actions. 

“The purpose of the categorization of habitats is to provide for future protection and management of these 
areas and their associated desert tortoise populations. Differing levels of management, consistent with 
category goals, will be applied to habitat areas in each category. 

“The Bureau is committed to maintaining viable tortoise populations in Category 1 and 2 habitats through 
implementation of the management actions in the next section. Placing an area of habitat in Category 3 means 
that these areas are of lower value in sustaining viable populations of tortoise on public lands, and thus can be 
subjected to lower management intensity specifically for tortoises than habitats in the other categories. 

“Note that tortoise density and population trends will often be more useful in evaluating progress within 
categories than for actual categorization of habitat areas. Usuallv. the overridina criteria for cateaorization will 
beviable population considerations and conflict resolvability. The concept of resolvability includes mitigation; 
thus, conflicts will be judged resolvable whenever the actions required to resolve them are within BLM’s 
discretion. 

’ Where schedules bermit. areas will be cateaorized throuah the RMP. Where schedules do not permit, 
categorizations will be completed using existing data and will be reconsidered whenever an RMP is prepared 
or revised. The results will be documented as a part of the approved plan.” 

The RWP instructs each state to prepare an implementation strategy that will provide guidance to the district level. 
The draft Arizona Implementation Strategy, pages 3-4, states that: 

“The purpose of categorization is to set priorities for the protection and management of tortoise habitats. 
Habitats will be categorized shortly after they are inventoried. Thus, categorization will occur over the next 5 
years, as inventory is accomplished, but the entire process will be completed almost simultaneously with 
completion of inventory. 

“Habitat areas must be delineated prior to categorization. Each disjunct tortoise population in the Sonoran 
Desert of Arizona will be considered a separate population occupying its own habitat area. On the Arizona 
Strip, where tortoise populations are ‘patchily continuous,’ habitats will be delineated based on localized 
population density. 

“Delineated habitats will be placed into one of three categories, as described in the Bureauwide management 
plan. Habitat manageability (resolvability of existing issues) and population density will be the principal factors 
considered in the initial categorization of tortoise habitats. Where such information is available, the other 
factors described in the Bureauwide plan (population trend, habitat condition and trend, and population 
importance), will also be used in the categorization process. Within Arizona, the following density ranges will 
guide differentiation between categories: 

Category I 
Category II 
Category II I 

51+ tortoises per square mile; 
21 to 50 tortoises per square mile; 
1 to 20 tortoises per square mile; 
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APPENDIX 16 (CONTINUED) 

DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORIZATION 
ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

“Much of Arizona’s initial habitat categorizations are based upon data collected from transects and only a few 
square-mile plots. Only crude estimates of population density, and little information on population trend and 
habitat condition or trend, can be extrapolated from such data. Dependence upon population density as a 
major factor in categorizing habitats will lessen as additional data is acquired on habitat quality, population 
trends, and other factors. At this time, such information can only be acquired through monitoring. Categories 
of some habitats (and perhaps the numerical descriptions of the categories themselves) will change as better 
insight into tortoise ecology is acquired. Habitats will be recategorized as new data is acquired (through 
monitoring or other sources) that indicate they should be recategorized. The recategorization process is not 
intended to be a corrective mechanism to account for declines in habitat quality; the purpose of this Strategy 
and the management methods described in it is to prevent significant declines in habitat quality.” 

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

The first step in the evaluation and delineation of tortoise habitat on the Arizona Stripwas to examine the information 
on tortoise population densities, demographics, and trends. The importance of habitat to the maintenance of a viable 
population was then considered. Finally, the manageability of conflicts was analyzed. 

Habitat delineation was based primarily on information gathered on the two desert tortoise study plots on the 
Arizona Beaver Dam Slope (Hohman and Ohmart, 1980; Duck and Snider, 1988) and from approximately 600 miles of 
1 O-yard-wide tortoise survey transects, thevast majority of which were performed by Sheppard from 1980 through 1982 
(Wilhelm, 1975; Sheppard, BLM files; Burge, 1979; Duck, pers. comm.). Additional information from study plots and 
transects in Utah and Nevada (Coffeen, pers. comm; Coombs, 1974,1977; Minden, 1980; Minden and Metzger, 1984; 
Welker, 1986; Duncan, 1987, Woodbury and Hardy, 1948) and Arizona Strip wildlife observation reports was 
incorporated. 

Tortoise densities of 20 to 60 per sq. mile have been reported on the Beaver Dam Slope in Arizona. Densities on 
the Utah slope have been declining steadily. Minden estimated between 16 and 60 per sq. mile in 1980, while Welker 
reported 24 to 44 per sq. mile in 1986. The Beaver Dam Slope is the only area for which we have good density 
information. Population densities vary considerably on the Slope and these density values can be considered reliable 
only for the study sites themselves; care must be taken in using the data to estimate densities elsewhere. 

Elsewhere on the Arizona Strip, we have relied on survey transects as estimators of relative density. By comparing 
transects which examined the two study plots with other transects we developed a relative density indicator. Habitat 
delineations were drawn around clusters of transects sharing similar totals. The lines were located along features on 
1:24,000-scale maps, using information on soils and vegetation. Admittedly, this is a best-guess effort at this time. 
Future transects will be accomplished to refine some lines. The Arizona Strip contains areas of potential habitat for 
which we have no data. These areas will also be inventoried and delineated. 

Several assumptions were made in order to determine the importance of an area for the maintenance of a viable 
population. We must assume that prior to the arrival of European settlers the tortoise population in the area was viable. 
This population is genetically and morphologically distinct (Buth, 1986; Lamb, 1987). The Virgin River was a partial 
barrier to movement, but the entire area from the Pakoon to the Beaver Dam Slopes to the Mormon Mountains (and 
beyond) was one large, patchily continous population. Habitat fragmentation as a result of human development of the 
area (inundation of Lake Mead, construction of l-15, development of Mesquite and Littlefield/Beaver Dam) has 
effectively split the population into three areas: Pakoon/Gold Butte, Virgin Slopes, and the Beaver Dam/Mormon 
Mountains. 

Despite apparent decreasing densities on adjacent areas in Utah, we have assumed that the Beaver Dam Slopes 
in Utah and Arizona, along with the neighboring portion of Nevada (Mormon Mountains), is large enough to support a 
viable population, given proper attention to the protection of that habitat. Utah BLM has proposed to designate the 
Critical Habitat Area as Category 1. 
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DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORIZATION 
ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Desert tortoise habitat in the Pakoon is an extension of the Nevada Gold Butte population. Along the border, 
transects indicate moderate to high relative densities. This population is important for maintaining the viability of the 
Gold Butte Cruclai Habitat population (as defined by Berry, 1984). Some exchange may occur between these tortoise 
and those along the Virgin Slopes. 

The Virgin Slopes contain moderate to low relative desert tortoise densities. Due to habitat fragmentation from the 
increase in roads and houses, the main avenue for genetic exchange is being lost. The Virgin Mountains form a barrier 
to the south and east, while the Virgin River and i-15 create a subtantiai barrier to the north. The growth of Mesquite 
and Bunkerviiie, Nevada, cause this population to become increasingly isolated. Habitat losses on private lands have 
increased with the increasing human population. 

The impacts on tortoise habitat from increased urbanization and the concomitant human uses (agriculture, road- 
building, utility corridors, dumps, off-highway vehicles, feral dogs, vandalism, tortoise collecting, vegetation collecting) 
are the least manageable of all conflicts. Livestock uses and mineral exploration and development can create conflicts 
with tortoise that must be identified and prevented. Livestock use and mineral activity are allowed throughout tortoise 
habitat, and thus also were not factors. This is not to say that these activities are not factors in tortoise ecology, rather 
that they were not used as factors to delineate habitat. 

The evaluation of relative population density based on study plot and transect information indicated there are four 
density categories: high, medium, low, and unknown. Those areas identified as high, medium, or low were evaluated 
for their importance in maintaining a viable population. The final step was an analysis of conflict resolvability. 

Thedraft categorization of tortoise habitat on the Arizona Strip is shown on Map II-1 6. Categories 1,2, and 3 follow 
the formula found in the Rangewide Plan and the Arizona implementation Strategy. 

These are preliminary categories that could be redefined as future surveysand monitoring improve our understand- 
ing of tortoise populations. An evaluation of tortoise habitat condition and trend was not included here. This evaluation 
should become one of the highest priorities of tortoise management and the results incorporated as they become 
available. The Bureau will not downgrade areas based on changes which are a result of permitted activities. Changes 
will be made only as a result of improved information and not as a means of avoiding conflicts. Information gained from 
future work such as transects, study plots, and habitat evaluations will continue to provide more information for better 
habitat management. 

CATEGORY I AREAS 

Area 1: Beaver Dam Slope. This area includes habitat north of the Virgin River between the Paiute-Beaver Dam 
Wilderness Area and Beaver Dam Wash. Hohman and Ohmart (1978) determined that population densities ranged from 
25 to 50 per sq. mile. Duck and Snider (1987) found similar densities. This area is important to maintaining a viable 
population along the entire Beaver Dam Slopes, including the Critical Habitat Area. When combined with the proposed 
Utah Category 1 area along the Beaver Dam Slopes a continous area of 46,600 acres will be designated in Utah and 
Arizona. This area contains 2 tortoise study plots in Arizona. 

This area is bounded on the east by the 3800 ft contour line in the Beaver Dam Mountains. The Paiute-Beaver Dam 
Wilderness Area provides a high level of protection to tortoise habitat within the wilderness and buffers the east edge 
of this Category 1 area: The southern boundary of the Category 1 area is the conflict resolvability line drawn around 
the Virgin River. Private and county lands along the river have been excluded from Category 1 designation. The west 
edge is formed by the manageability line drawn around the agricultural and urban development in Beaver Dam Wash. 
The north boundary is the Arizona-Utah border. 
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DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORIZATION 
ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Area 2: Mosby Nay. Sheppard and Duck transects indicate that the highest densities in the Pakoon Basin are 
along the Arizona/Nevada border south of Whitney Ridge. This area is important to maintaining a viable population in 
the adjacent Gold Butte (Nevada) Crucial Area which has been mentioned as a candidate for Category 1 designation. 

The west boundary of the area is the Arizona-Nevada border, the southern boundary is the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area, the east boundary is a large north-south ridge (actually it’s an upthrust block) called the Cockscomb, 
while the north boundary location runs between concentrations of high and low transect values. 

CATEGORY II AREAS 

Area 3: Beaver Dam West. Estimates of tortoise densities are based on transects conducted by Sheppard and 
Duck and range from 0 to near 50 per square mile. The area has few conflicts and is important to the viability of the 
Mormon Mountains and Beaver Dam Slopes tortoise populations. The area is adjacent to proposed Category 2 habitat 
in Utah and Nevada. 

The west boundary is the Arizona-Nevada border; the north boundary is the Arizona-Utah border; the east 
boundary is Beaver Dam Wash: and the south boundary is a conflict-manageability line l/2 mile north of stateland and 
along I-l 5. 

Area 4: Lower Virgin Slopes. Although transects are notoriously poor methods of determining trend, thereare 
significant decreases in the values of transects run by Sheppard in 1980-1982 and Duck in 1986-l 988. This population 
has been effectively separated from other populations in the area by the Virgin River and I-l 5. The small size may prove 
to be inadequate to support a viable population, yet there are tortoises in sufficient numbers now to warrant protection. 
Some gene exchange may occur between tortoises here and those on the Beaver Dam Slopes and in the Gold Butte 
Crucial Area, although it has been reduced. 

Area 5: Tank Wash. Fires in the Pakoon Basin have drastically altered the vegetation composition from a 
creosote shrub-joshua tree community to an (exotic) annual grassland within the past 10 years. This area remains as 
the best refuge in the Pakoon Basin east of the Mosby Nay Category 1 area. This is a prime candidate for redelineation 
to include the remaining unburned tortoise habitat. 

Area 6: Cedar Wash. This area has lower densities than the Beaver Dam Slope, yet is important due to the fact 
it is adjacent to the slope. Conflicts here are very manageable due to the wilderness designation, 

CATEGORY Ill AREAS 

Area 7: Beaver Dam. Tortoise densities have declined to near zero due to increasing urban and agricultural 
development near Beaver Dam, Arizona, and along Beaver Dam Wash. Much of this area is owned privately, and the 
conflicts are difficult to resolve. 

Area 8: Littlefield. Situation very similar to Areas 6 and 8. 

Area 9: Windy Acres. A large increase in the development of private lands in thisareawasfollowed by substantial 
decreases in densities. Urban development is associated with OHV activity, collecting, vandalism, and other forms of 
habitat deterioration. Tortoise here have been isolated from the Beaver Dam population by the Virgin River and l-15. 

Area 10: Upper Virgin Slopes. Poor denning due to soils and high water flows have kept densities low (5-lO/ 
sq. mile). Some of the area is within the Paiute Wilderness Area which affords a high level of protection. 
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DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORIZATION 
ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Area 11: Pakoon. A large area of low-to-moderate densities. Fires have substantially reduced the value of the 
habitat and reduced tortoise population densities. There are very few conflicts in this area because of the remoteness, 
Livestock grazing and recreation are the only activities in the area (other than fires). 

DRAFT DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORY AREAS 
ON THE ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 

Area Area Population Conflict Importance To Category 
No. Acres* Density Trend Resolvability Viable Population Assigned 

1 19,800 20 - 50 St/De High High 1 
2 17,500 20 - 50 St/De High High 1 
3 27,000 O-50 Unk High High 2 
4 23,650 20 - 50 Unk High Low 2 
5 5,700 20 - 50 Unk High Mod 2 
6 10,400 0 -50 Unk High High 2 
7 7,500 O-20 De Low Low 3 
8 21,000 O-20 De Low Low 3 
9 11,250 O-20 De Low Low 3 

10 20,800 0 -20 Unk High Low 3 
11 172,000 O-50 De High Mod 3 

St = Stable * = desert tortoises per square mile 
De = Decreasing Unk = Unknown 

Total Area Category 1 = 37,300 acres 
Total Area Category 2 = 56,350 acres 
Total Area Category 1 and 2 = 93,650 acres 
Total Area Category 3 = 295,300 acres 
Total Area Category 1,2 and 3 = 388,950 acres 

All acreages derived from BLM GIS system. 
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ROS SEI-I-ING DESCRIPTIONS 
r Y 

ROS CLASSES PHYSICAL SElTING SOCIAL SElTlNG MANAGERIAL SElTlNG 

Primitive (P): Area is characterized by 
essentially unmodified 
natural environment of 
fairly large size. 

Concentration of users is 
very low and evidence of 
other users is minimal. 

The area is managed to be 
essentially free from evidence 
of human-induced restrictions 
and controls. Only facilities 
essential for resource protec- 
tion are used. No facilities 
for comfort or convenience 
of the user are provided. 
Spacing of groups is informal 
and dispersed to minimize 
contacts between groups. 
Motorized use within the area 
is not permitted. 

Semi-Primitive 
Non-motorized 
(SPNM): 

Area is characterized by 
a predominantly unmodi- 
fied natural environment 
of moderate to large size. 

Concentration of users is 
low, but often other area 
users are evident. 

On-site controls and restric- 
tions may be present but are 
subtle. Facilities are provided 
for the protection of resource 
values and the safety of users 
only. Spacing of groups may 
be formalized to disperse use 
and limit contacts between 
groups. Motorized use is not 
generally permitted unless other- 
wise designated. 

Semi-Primitive 
Motorized 
W’M) 

Same as Semi-Primitive Same as Semi-Primitive 
Non-motorized Non-motorized 

Same as Semi-Primitive 
Non-motorized; except that 
motorized use is permitted. 

Roaded Natural 
(RN): 

Area is characterized by a 
generally natural environ- 
ment. Resource modifica- 
tion and utilization prac- 
tices are evident. 

Concentration of users is 
low to moderate with facili- 
ties sometimes provided for 
group activity. Moderate 
evidence of the sights and 
sounds of humans. 

On-site controls and restric- 
tions offer a sense of security. 
Rustic facilities are provided 
for user convenience as well 
as for safety and resource pro- 
tection. Conventional motor- 
ized use is provided for in 
construction standards and 
design of facilities. 

Rural (R): Area is characterized by 
a substantially modified 
natural environment. 
Resource modification and 
utilization practices are 
evident. 

Concentration of users is 
often moderate to high. The 
sights and sounds of humans 
are readily evident. 

Many facilities are designed 
for use by large numbers of 
people. Facilities are often 
provided for specific activities. 
Developed sites, roads, and 
trails, are designed for mod- 
erate to high use. Moderate 
densities are provided far away 
from developed sites. Facili- 
ties for intensive motorized use 
are available. 

Urban (U): 

\ 

Area is characterized by 
a highly modified environ- 
ment, although the back- 
ground may have natural 
elements, Vegetation is 
often exotic and manicured. 
Soil may be protected by 
surfacing. 

Large numbers of users 
can be expected. The sights 
and sounds of humans, on-site, 
predominate. 

Modern facilities are provided 
for the use and convenience of 
large groups. Controls and re- 
strictions are obvious and 
numerous. Facilities for high 
intensity motor use and parking 
are present with forms of mass 
transit often available. A 
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WILD & SCENIC RIVERS 

ELIGIBILITY, CLASSIFICATION, AND SUITABILITY 

STUDY PROCESS 

APPENDICES 

The wild and scenic river study process has three steps: 

(1) Determine if the river segment(s) are eligible for Wild and Scenic River designation. 
(2) Determine the potential classification of the river segment(s) as wild, scenic, recreational, or any 
combination thereof. 
(3) Conduct a suitability study/legislative EIS to determine if the river segment(s) is suitable for designation 
to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Specific study procedures are found in BLM Manual 8351 and in the final revised U.S. Departments of Agriculture 
and Interior guidelines found in Federal Register Vol. 7, No. 173, September 7, 1982. The guidance recommends that 
all three steps be completed during the RMP process. However, if circumstances make this impossible, the study/EIS 
step may be deferred for up to 5 years. Minimum determinations in an RMP involving a potential wild and scenic river 
must include decisions on eligibility and classification. 

Because of the RMP schedule, funding limitations and coordination requirements involving three BLM districts in 
three states (Utah, Arizona and Nevada), the Arizona Strip District has elected to defer the suitability study for the Virgin 
River. This appendix completes the first two steps of the process for the Virgin River and all three steps for the Paria 
River as required by BLM guidance. 

The suitability study/legislative EIS for the Virgin River will be a joint effort involving the BLM Cedar City District, 
Utah, the BLM Las Vegas District, Nevada and the Arizona Strip District. 

STUDY CRITERIA 

To be eligible for inclusion in the national system, a river segment must be free-flowing, and the riverand itsadjacent 
land area must possess at least one outstandingly remarkable value. There are no specific requirements regarding the 
length orflow of an eligible river segment. Length and flow are sufficient if they sustain or complement the outstandingly 
remarkable values for which the river would be designated. The. minimum study corridor includes the river and the 
adjacent lands to 0.25 mile from the river’s edges. A wider corridor may be studied if inclusion could facilitate resource 
management in the river area. If a river segment is determined to be noneligible during the planning process, further 
study should be discontinued. Planning records must document the basis for the noneligibility determination. 

A river segment’s potential classification depends on the condition of the river and adjacent lands as they exist at 
the time of the study. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act specifies three classifications for eligible rivers: wild, scenic and 
recreational. 

- To be classified wild, a river segment must be free of impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trail, 
with watersheds or shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpolluted. 

- To be classified scenic, a river segment must be free of impoundments, with shorelines or watersheds still largely 
primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped, but accessible in places by roads. The area must not show substantial 
evidence of human activity. 

- To be classified recreational, a river segment may be readily accessible by road or railroad, may have some 
development along the shoreline and may have undergone some impoundment or diversion in the past. 

INTERIM MANAGEMENT 

BLM guidance provides for interim protection of a river segment after it has been determined eligible and 
subsequently classified as wild, scenic, and/or recreational. Management activities will not be allowed to damage the 
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WILD & SCENIC RIVERS 
ELIGIBILITY, CLASSIFICATION, AND SUITABILITY 

existing eligibility, classification, or suitability. Outstandingly remarkable values of the river area must be protected, and 
to the extent practicable, enhanced. The free-flowing characteristics of the river segment cannot be modified. 

The following sections address the eligibility and classification steps of a study on the Virgin River in Arizona for 
potential Wild and Scenic River designation. The river was on the 1982 National Rivers Inventory but was later removed 
from that list. However, public interest expressed during the RMP process indicated that the river should be studied 
for potential designation. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Virgin River flows through three states, originating north and east of Zion National Park and flowing through 
southwestern Utah, the Virgin River Gorge in Arizona, and finally into Lake Mead in Nevada. The total river segment 
covers 76 miles, from just above Hurricane, Utah to Lake Mead. This eligibility and classification determination covers 
only the 35mile section in Arizona. This section has been determined eligible for potential inclusion into the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. The Arizona section was split into four potential classifications: segment 1 -wild; segment 2 - 
scenic; segment 3 - recreational; segment 4 - recreational. 

Although the river was removed from the National Rivers Inventory (NRI), the values for which it was originally 
included are considered in this eligibility and classification process. The Virgin River was identified as having 
outstandingly remarkable scenic, geologic, fisheries and wildlife values. 

ADMINISTRATION 

The Arizona section of the Virgin River has been determined non-navigable. Therefore, the riverbed, use on the 
river, and the area within the corridor included in this study are controlled by the landowner. Of the approximately 35 
miles of river in Arizona, 28.5 miles are under BLM administration, 6 miles are privately owned and 0.5 mile is state 
owned. 

RIVER DESCRIPTION 

The river cuts through an area of extreme geologic faulting and folding, exposing numerous layers of the earth’s 
crust and providing spectacular scenery. The river also is habitat for the woundfin minnow, an endangered species, 
and the Virgin River chub, a threatened species. Additionally, the Virgin River provides a unique riparian corridor 
through the otherwise arid region and is, therefore, an important water source for a variety of wildlife, including the 
desert bighorn sheep, recently reintroduced into the area. 

The river corridor to be studied consists of the river itself and a strip of land 0.25 mile from the high water mark on 
each side of the river. This corridor starts where the river crosses the Utah-Arizona state line and ends where it crosses 
the Arizona-Nevada state line. The 35-mile-long section has been divided into four segments: 

(1) Utah-Arizona state line (Mile 0) to the first l-15 bridge (approximately 3 river miles). 
(2) First l-15 bridge to the Virgin River Campground (approximately 9 river miles). 
(3) Virgin River Campground to the mouth of the Virgin River Gorge (approximately 7 river miles). 
(4) Mouth of the gorge to the Arizona-Nevada state line (approximately 15 river miles). 

Segment 1 

This stretch of the Virgin River is entirely within the Beaver Dam Mountains Wilderness. The wilderness extends 
north into Utah 2.1 miles along the Virgin River Gorge. 
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APPENDICES 

The segment runs through a rugged canyon with walls from 300 to 500 feet high. Access is possible only by foot 
or horseback from the bridge on I-1 5 or by floating the river down from Utah. There is no shoreline development and 
human evidence Is limited to three fencelines that comedown to the water’s edge and one small corral that is no longer 
in use. Scenic and geologic features are outstanding. The shoreline consists of narrow strips of sandy beaches. 
Riparianvegetation such as tamarisk, willow and cottonwood, is somewhat sparse due to periodic flooding from spring 
runoff and summer thunderstorms. 

segment 2 

This segment flows through high quality scenery although the scenic quality is lowered somewhat by proximity to 
l-15 at four different points where talus slopes from highway construction form the riverbank. Legal recreation access 
along this segment is limited to the Virgin River Campground. 

Segment 3 

This segment includes the river corridor from the Virgin River Campground to the mouth of the gorge and lies mostly 
within the I-1 5 highway right-of-way. While it provides some of the best river running challenges and is in the narrowest, 
most precipitous part of the gorge, it nevertheless has been affected greatly by the highway. The river flows under four 
bridges, and it is along this stretch that most of the 12 river diversions occurred during construction. 

Segment 4 

The fourth segment flows through a gently rolling, somewhat incised alluvial fan, with sandy shorelines and more 
riparian vegetation than canyon segments. There are several access points scattered along the shoreline, human 
developments (housesand agricultural fields) are visible, and a small diversion dam near the Arizona-Nevada state line 
feeds water to fields. 

ELIGIBILITY 

The river meets the definition of a free-flowing stream from the Utah-Arizona state line to the Arizona-Nevada state 
line. Segments 1 and 2 have outstandingly remarkable scenic, geologic, aquatic and riparian values. Segments 3 and 
4 have outstandingly remarkable aquatic and riparian values. Therefore, all four segments are determined eligible for 
inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATION 

Segment 1 meets the wild criteria, being free of impoundments, generally inaccessible except by trail, with 
shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpolluted. Segment 2 meets the scenic criteria. It is also free of 
impoundments and generally inaccessible except by trail. However, shoreline disturbance from highway construction 
is apparent at several points. Segment 3 meets the recreational but not the scenic criteria due to the bridges and river 
channel modifications. Segment 4 meets the recreational criteria, with several access points and noticeable human 
developments. 

INTERIM MANAGEMENT 

Interim management for the Virgin River will require that the potential classifications as determined in this RMP be 
considered when an action is proposed that may affect these classifications. Especially important is segment 4 from 
the mouth of the Virgin River Canyon to the Arizona-Nevada state line because of the human population growth and 
related demands on natural resources. Upstream from the canyon mouth, the river is protected by wilderness 
designation and a scenic withdrawal. 
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PARIA RIVER OVERVIEW 

The following sections address the eligibility, classification, and suitability steps of a study on the Paria River in 
Arizona for potential Wild and Scenic River designation. The examined river segment runs some 28 miles from the 
Arizona-Utah state line to the boundary of Glen Canyon National Recreation Area near Lees Ferry. The river was on the 
1982 National Rivers Inventory. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Paria River flows through two states, originating in Bryce Canyon National Park and flowing through south- 
central Utah, the Paria River Canyon in Utahand Arizona, and finally into the Colorado River at Lees Ferry, Arizona. The 
total river segment covers 92 miles, from its source at Bryce Canyon, Utah to its mouth at Lees Ferry. This eligibility, 
classification, and suitability determination covers onlythe28-mile section in Arizona within thewilderness. Thissectlon 
has been determined eligible and suitable for a Wild and Scenic River designation with a potential classification as wild 
and scenic. 

The Paria River was identified as having outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fisheries and 
cultural values. 

ADMINISTRATION 

The Arizona section of the Paria has been determined non-navigable. Therefore, the riverbed, use on the riier, and 
the area within the corridor included in this study are controlled by the landowner. Of the approximately 31 miles of river 
in Arizona, 28 miles are under BLM administration, and 3 miles are under NPS administration. 

RIVER DESCRIPTION 

The river cuts through an area of significant geologic uplift and with associated faulting, exposing numerous layers 
of the earth’s crust and providing spectacular scenery. The river provides habitat for the speckled date, bluehead 
mountain sucker, flannel mouth sucker and razorback sucker. Additionally, the Paria River provides a unique rlparlan 
corridor through the otherwise arid region and is, therefore, an Important water source for a variety of wildlife, including 
deer and the desert bighorn sheep, recently reintroduced into the area. 

The river corridor to be studied consists of the river itself and a strip of land 0.25 mile from the high water mark on 
each side of the river. This corridor starts where the river crosses the Utah-Arizona state line and ends where it enters 
the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. 

This segment of the Paria River is entirely within the Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs Wilderness. The wilderness 
extends north into Utah 4 miles along the Paria River and west some 9 miles along Buckskin Gulch--a tributary to the 
Paria. 

The segment runs through a rugged and often narrow canyon with walls up to 600 feet high then gradually opens 
to 2 l/2 miles wide and 2,600 feet deep. Access is possible only by foot or horseback from four trailheads outside the 
wilderness--three in Utah and one at Lees Ferry. Recreational use of the river typically includes hiking, backpacking and 
some horseback riding. River rafting or floating is generally not done due to low water and hazards. 

Shoreline development is non-existent, and human evidence is limited to the remains of a ranch site, several 
deteriorating roads (constructed for uranium exploration in the 195Os), a small corral and an abandoned water pump. 
Most of these evidences are historic in nature. Scenic and geologic features are outstanding. The shoreline consists 
primarily of narrow strips of sandy, wooded terraces, although in the upper canyon the shorelines become sheer 
canyon walls, Riparian vegetation, such as tamarisk, willow, box elder and cottonwood, grows along the shorelines 
below the Narrows of the Paria. 
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ELIGIBILITY 

The river meets the definition of a free-flowing stream from the Utah-Arizona state line to Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area. It has outstandingly remarkable scenic, geologic, recreational, cultural and riparianvalues. Therefore, 
this river segment is determined eligible for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATION 

The subject segment meets the wild criteria, being free of impoundments, generally inaccessible except by trail, 
with shorelines essentially primitive and waters unpolluted. 

SUITABILITY 

The studied segment is determined to be suitable for potential designation as a Wild and Scenic River. The 
outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fisheries, and cultural values along the river corridor make the 
Paria River a deserving potential addition to the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The entire study segment is on public 
land administered by the BLM and managed and protected as wilderness. No private or state lands encumber this 
situation. Other compatible programs, such as wildlife and range management, occur in the study area. Wildlife 
programs in particular contribute to the outstanding values of the area with the management of bighorn sheep and deer. 
Additionally, the Paria River Canyon provides habitat for the peregrine falcon. Much of the study segment includes 
somewhat diverse riparian habitat, which is rare in this part of Arizona. 

Designation of the study segment would add to the existing protection provided by statutory wilderness by 
contributing to the maintenance or perhaps enhancement of opportunitiesforvisitors to view and enjoy the outstanding 
values mentioned. Riparian systems and wildlife could also benefit by a greater assurance of water availability. 
Designation could increase the level of protection above that of wilderness in that off-wilderness issues potentially 
affecting the free-flowing nature of the river could justifiably be addressed. Non-designation would not greatly diminish 
protection of the Paria River except in the ability to address upstream, off-wilderness issues potentially impacting its 
free-flowing nature. 

Little public interest, either support or opposition, has been expressed concerning the study of the Paria River for 
potential designation as a Wild and Scenic River. Existing wilderness designation and the relative obscurity of this issue 
are probable reasons for the lack of interest. The BLM Kanab Resource Area (upstream) and Glen Canyon National 
Recreation Area (downstream) have supported potential designation for the study segment. 

Administration of the study segment asa designated Wild and Scenic River should not involvea significant increase 
in costs. Management of the wilderness area and the parallel nature of protection provided by both types of 
designations would keep costs of administration to a minimum. Since there are no private or state lands involved, there 
is no need for land acquisition funds. 

The Arizona Strip District of the BLM has managed the Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs Wilderness for 5 years. 
Managing the Paria River as a Wild and Scenic River would go together well with managing for the protection, 
preservation and public use of wilderness values. 

INTERIM MANAGEMENT 

Interim management for the Paria River will require that the potential classifications asdetermined in this document 
be considered when an action is proposed that may affect these classifications. Especially important is the upper 
drainage in Utah between Bryce Canyon National Park and U.S. Highway 89 because of scattered agricultural lands 
and the potential their use poses for pollution. Downstream from the highway, the river is protected by wilderness 
designation. 
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OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE @ESlGNATlONS 

DEFINITION: 
1. “Off-highway vehicle”- any motorized vehicle capable of, or designed for, travel on or immediately over land 

or other natural terrain, excluding: (1) any military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement vehicle while being used 
for emergency purposes; (2) any vehicle use expressly approved by the authorized officer; (3) vehicles in official use; 
and (4) any combat or combat support vehicle when used in times of national defense emergencies. 

2. “Official use”- use by an employee, agent, or designated representative of the federal government or one of 
its contractors, in the course of carrying out required duties. 

3. “Trail”- an unmaintained road, such as a 4-wheel-drive trail, consisting of two parallel tracks. 

4. “Open area”- an area where motorized vehicle use is permitted both on and off road. 

5. “Closed area”- an area where motorized vehicle use is prohibited. Use of vehicles in closed areas may be 
approved by the authorized officer for special purposes or legal requirements. Wilderness areas are closed. 

6. “Limited to existing roads and trails”- motorized vehicle use permitted on ail roads and trails in the area unless 
otherwisesigned as closed. Motorized vehicle use is not permitted on roadsand trails that have been physically closed 
through reclamation actions. Some off-road travel may be permitted (see Strategies/Guidelines). 

7. “Limited to designated roads and trails”- motorized vehicles permitted only on roads or trails that have been 
identified as open on a district map. Roads and trails not identified as open are closed to ail motorized use and will be 
signed as closed on the ground. Off-road travel is prohibited unless prior approval has been granted by the authorized 
officer (see Strategies/Guidelines). 

a. “Limited to seasonal use”- motorized vehicle use is regulated by the time of year that specific management 
prescription apply. 

9. “Off-road”- any motorized vehicle use not on an existing road or trail. This refers to cross-country travel. 

MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES/GUIDELINES: 
A. Limited to existing roads or trails- BLM will not prepare an activity plan/map for these areas. All authorized 

public land users that hold a permit or license (i.e., grazing permittees, wood permits, hunting license, rights-of-way 
holders, mining claim, etc.) may drive off-road if required to fulfill requirements of their permit or license. Motorized 
vehicles must park within 100 yards of an existing road or trail for camping. 

B. Limited to designated roads or trails- BLM will prepare an activity plan and a map for each area that will identify 
the specific roads that are open. These plans and maps will be circulated for public review as they are prepared. Specific 
requests and approval by the authorized officer is required prior to most off-road vehicle use in these areas. Hunters 
may not use motorized vehicles off the designated roads to retrieve an animal. Vehicle parking must be within 50 feet 
of the designated roads. 

C. Once the RMP is finalized, ail areas classified as “limited to designated roads and trails” will be managed as 
“limited to existing roads and trails” until a specific activity plan and map are prepared. 

D. Ail off-road vehicle use must be limited to the minimum necessary in order to accomplish the task and to prevent 
undue or unnecessary degradation to the area. 

E. Organized events, timber harvesting, and land treatment projects will be handled on a case-by-case basis. 

F. Emergency services and/or law enforcement activities are exceptions to these policies. 
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APPENDICES 

OVERVIEW 

The purpose of this appendix is to describe the process by which visual resources are classified and the visual 
impacts of proposed projects are assessed. Visual resource management is an analytical process that identifies and 
sets objectives for maintaining scenic values and visual quality. The objectives are used by management along with 
other resourcevalues in determining the best use of public lands. Public lands within the Arizona Strip District have been 
inventoried and placed into visual resource Management (VRM) classes. 

VRM CLASSES 

After classification as to scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and distance zones, areas are assigned to one of five 
management classes. These management classes establish objectives for maintaining or enhancing an area’s visual 
quality. The VRM classes are established through the RMP process. 

A brief summary of objectives for the visual resource management classes are: 

Class I: This class is given to lands which have a special designation already in place for the protection of scenic 
values. Examples are areas which have been designated as wilderness or natural areas. Class I objectives allow for 
only natural ecological changes. 

Class II: Areas that have a high scenic quality and where people are highly sensitive to changes in the scenery 
are given a Class II rating. Changes to the landform, vegetation or structures should be done very subtly. Proposed 
changes may be seen, but should not attract attention. 

Class Ill: Scenic quality of lands with this classification may be good to very good, but when combined with other 
factors of how sensitive people are to changes and viewing distances, the overall class rating wasn’t high enough to 
warrant the objectives of Class II. Management activities which affect the scenery should bedesigned or restricted so 
they are not obviously in contrast to the existing landscape. 

Class IV: These lands in comparison to others in the region, are fairly mundane, with similar-looking vegetation 
and little change in landform. People are generally less sensitive to changes here. Proposed projects or management 
activities may occur here and obviously be in contrast to the landscape. However, mitigation is still required to 
reasonably reduce any unnecessary degradation of scenic quality. 

Class V: This classification is applied to the specific areas where the landscape has been disturbed to the point 
that rehabilitation is required to bring it up to the surrounding area’s class. It is used as an interim classification until 
objectives of another class can be reached. An example would be the route of a powerline in a Class II area or a landfill 
site. 
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LEGAL VEHICULAR ACCESS ACQUISITION 

Legal access would be required across private and state lands for administrative and public vehicular use on the 
following roads: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

House Rock - T38N, R4E, Section 7, SE1 /4 - l/2 mile 

Mt. Trumbull - T35N, R8E, Section 15, S1/2 SE1 /4; Section 14, S1/2 SW1 /4 - 1 mile 

Toroweap Valley - T35N, R7W, Section 20, S1/2 - 3/4 mile 

Cane Beds - T41 N, R6W, Section 15 - 1 mile 

Parashant Canyon - T41 N, R5W, Section 8, S1/2 S1/2 - l/2 mile 

Rosy Canyon - T41 N, R5W, Section 18, NE1/4 NE1/4; Section 17, NW1 /4 NW1/4 - l/2 mile; 
T41 N, R5W, Section 18, S1/2 S1/2; Section 17, SW1 /4 SW1 /4; Section 20, NE1 /4 NW1 /4 - 1 mile 

Beaver Dam - T40N, R15W, Section 4, NW1 /4 NW1 /4 - l/4 mile 

Littlefield - T40N, R15W, Section 4, SW1 /4 SE1 /4 - l/4 mile 

Virgin River - T40N, R15W, Section 9, El /2 NW1 /4, NE1 /4 SW1 /4 - 3/4 mile 

Bundyville - T35N, RlOW, Sections 26 & 27, Si /2 S1/2 - 3 miles 

Whitmore Point - T34N, RlOW, Section 35 - 1 mile; T33N, RlOW, Section 1 - 1 mile; 
T33N, R9W, Section 7 - 1.5 miles 

Wildcat - T33N, R12W, Section 21, SE1 /4 SE1 /4; Section 27; Section 35, N1/2 - 2.5 miles 

Penn Valley - T32N, Rl 1 W, Section 6, W1/2; Section 7, NE1 /4 NW1 /4 - 1.5 miles 

LeFevre Canyon - T40N, Rl E, Sections 28 & 33 - 2 miles 

Lost Spring Mountain - T41 N, RMI, Sections 20, 29 & 34 - 2 miles 

Lyons Point - T41 N, R6W, Section 13 - l/2 mile 
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MINERAL POTENTIAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM* 

I. LEVEL OF POTENTIAL 

0 The geologic environment, the inferred geologic processes; and the lack of mineral occurrences do not 
indicate potential for accumulation of mineral resources. 

L The geologic environment and the inferred geologic processes indicate low potential for accumulation and 
preservation of mineral resources. 

M The geologic environment, the inferred geologic processes, and the reported occurrences or valid geo- 
chemical / geophysical anomaly indicate moderate potential for accumulation and preservation of mineral 
resources. 

H The geologic environment, the inferred geologic processes, the reported mineral occurrences and/or valid 
geochemical/geophysical anomaly, and the known mines or deposits indicate high potential for accumulation 
of mineral resources. The “known mines and deposits”do not haveto be within thearea that is being classified, 
but have to be within the same type of geologic environment. 

ND Mineral(s) potential not determined due to lack of relevant data. The notation does not require a level-of- 
certainty qualifier. 

II. LEVEL OF CERTAINTY 

A The available data are insufficient and/or cannot be considered as direct or indirect evidence to support or 
refute the possible existence of mineral resources within the respective area. 

B The available data provide indirect evidence to support or refute the possible existence of mineral resources. 

C The available data provide direct evidence but are quantitatively minimal to support or refute the possible 
existence of mineral resources. 

D The available data provide abundant direct and indirect evidence to support or refute the possible existence 
of mineral resources. 

For the determination of No Potential use O/D. This class shall be seldom used, and when used it should be for 
a specific commodity only. For example, if the available data show that the surface and subsurface type of rock 
in the respective area is batholithic (igneous intrusive), one can conclude, with reasonable certainty, that the area 
does not have potential for coal. 

*As used in this classification, “potential” refers to potential for the presence (occurrence) of a concentration of 
one or more energy and/or mineral resources. It does not refer to or imply potential for development and/or 
extraction of the mineral resource(s). It does not imply that the potential concentration is or may be economic. 
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DETERMINATION OF EROSION CONDITION CLASS 

SOIL SURFACE FACTORS (SSF) 
Y 

Stable Slight Moderate Critical Severe 

No visual evidence of movement Some movement of soil particles Moderate movement of soil is Occurs with each event. Subsoil exposed over much 

SOIL visible and recent. Slight terrac- Soil and debris deposited of area, may have embry- 

AOVEMENT ing generally less than 1” high against minor obstructions onic dunes and wind-scoured 
depressions 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Accumulating in place May show slight movement Moderate movement is Extreme movement apparent, Very little remaining 
apparent, deposited against large and numerous deposits 

SURFACE 
LITTER 

obstacles against obstacles 

0 1 7 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

ff present, the distribution of lf present, coarse fragments have If present, fragments have a lf present, surface rock or frag- If present, surface rock or 
fragments show no movement a truncated appearance or spotty poorly developed distribution ments exhibit same movement fragments are dissected by 

SURFACE caused by wind or water distribution caused by wind or pattern caused by wind or water and accumulation of smaller rills and gullies or are 
ROCK water fragments behind obstacles already washed away 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

No visual evidence of Slight pedestalling, in flow Small rock and plant pedestals Rocks and plants on pedestals Most rocks and plants 
pedestalling patterns occurring in flow patterns generally evident, plant roots ex- pedestalled and roots exposed 

PEDES- posed 

TALLING 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

No visual evidence of flow Deposition of particles may be in Welldefined, small, and fewwith Flow patterns contain silt and flow patterns are numerous 
patterns evidence intermittent deposits sand deposits and alluvial fans and readily noticeable. May 

have large barren fan deposits 
FLOW 

PATTERNS 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
No visual evidence of rills Some rills in evidence at Rills l/2” to 6” deep occur in Rills l/Y to 6” deep occur in ex- May be present at 3” to 6” deep 

infrequent intervals over 10’ exposed placesat approximately posed area at intervals of 5’ to 10 at intervals less than 5’ 

RILLS 10’ intervals 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

May be present in stable condi- A few gullies in evidence which Gullies are well developed with Gullies are numerous and well- Sharply incised gullies cover 
tion. Vegetation on channel bed show little bed or slope erosion. active erosion along less than developed with active erosion most of the area and over 
and side slopes Some vegetation is present on 10% of their length. Some along lOto50% oftheir lengthsor 50% are actively eroding 

GULLIES slopes vegetation may be present a few well-developed gullies with 
active erosion along more than 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
50% o;;heir len th 

6 7 8 9 81 12 13 14 15 I 

EROSION CONDITION CLASSES: Stable O-21; Slight 21-40; Moderate 4160; Critical 61-80; Severe 81-100 
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APPENDIX 24 
CATEGORY 2 CANDIDATE SPECIES 

SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS 

The sensitive species, those listed under the Fish&Wildlife Service’s (FWS) Category2, are being mapped, counted 
and monitored. These species are also protected as though under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) until enough is 
learned of them to determine management direction through the MIS’ Plant Recovery Team. 

The Category 2 species are: 

Asfragalus ampt.dladusi which has little information, as yet, gathered on it. Locations are known and this species 
occurs largely in Utah and comes down into Arizona on Cedar Ridge and the Kanab-Fredonia area, all of which are 
private and state lands, This species has not been found on BLM land on the Arizona Strip. 

Asrragaius hoimgrenorium, which is being monitored, and as far as is known, occurs on two BLM sections of the 
Arizona Strip and overlaps largely into Utah. 

Camissonia exiiis, a rare annual, provides observers little time to study its biological parameters as it emerges only 
when environmental conditions are perfect. It has been found in the Jacob Ranch area and Coyote Valley area in the 
district. 

Pensfemon &tans appears numerous and is currently being monitored to learn more of its cycles and what its 
threatened by both from nature and man’s activities. 

fsoraiea epipsiia. There exists a taxonomic question on this species. All taxonomists now identify the plant that 
occurs on the Arizona Strip as Psoralea mephitica rather than epipsiia. 

Rosa sfeiiafa is perhaps the rarest plant on the Arizona Strip and is being searched for, monitored, and protected. 
This variety of desert rose grows in breccia pipes along Kanab Canyon. However, a taxonomic description needs to 
be finalized on this variety of Rosa stellara. Grand Canyon National Park and Lake Mead National Recreation Area have 
a significant population. 

Asfragaius friquetrius. A specimen was found in 1940 in the Beaver Dam Wash area of the Arizona Strip. However, 
searches in recent years have been unsuccessful in locating specimens in the habitat. Brigham Young University has 
located specimens in neighboring Clark County, Nevada, but none in Arizona. 

Astragaius cremnophykxvar. Myriorraphis. This rare milkvetch grows on limestone ledges on the Kaibab Plateau. 
It has been located on the west side of the Buckskin Mountains in small, isolated areas. 
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APPENDIX 25 
PRIORITY, ENDANGERED, THREATENED OR SENSITIVE WILDLIFE 

SPECIES ASSOCIATED WITH RIPARIAN AREAS 
F Priority b 

Name Season Species Significance Occupies Specific Riparian Area’ 

Bald Eagle Winter No Federal and State No 
Endangered 

Peregrine Falcon Yearlong Yes Federal Endangered; No 
State Candidate 

Black Hawk Summer No State Candidate Beaver Dam Wash 

Blue Grosbeak Summer No Uncommon No 

Black-headed Grosbeak Summer No Restricted habitats No 

Northern Oriole Summer No Uncommon No 

Summer Tanager Summer No Rare No 

Abert’s Towhee Summer No Rare No 

South Western Toad Yearlong No Lack of information No 

Great Plains Toad Yearlong No Hypothetical No 

Pacific Tree Frog Yearlong No Restricted distribution Middle Springs 

Woundfin Minnow Yearlong Yes Federal and State Virgin River 
Endangered 

Virgin River Chub Yearlong Yes Federal and State Virgin River 
Endangered 

Razorback Sucker Yearlong Yes Federal Candidate Paria River 

Virgin River Spinedace Yearlong No State Endangered; Virgin River 
Federal Candidate 

Spotted Bat Unknown No Federal and State No 
Candidate 

Belted Kingfisher Rare No State Candidate Virgin River 

Willow Flycatcher Summer No State Endangered Virgin River 

Grand Wash Spring Yearfong No Federal Candidate Whiskey/Buckhorn/ 
Snail Grapevine/Little Arizona 

American Bittern Uncommon No State Candidate No 

Western Snowy Uncommon No Federal and State No 
~ Plover Candidate / 
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APPENDIX 26 

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES ARIZONA STRIP DISTRICT 
/ 

Plants Species 

Pediocactus sileri 

Status** 

Endangered 

KfWWn Esti- 
Number mated 
of Plants Total 

10,500 3aooo- 
=I~ 

Known 
Habitat 
Acres 

=wJw 

-+ 
# of study 
Plot/Tag- Data Priority 
ged Plants Questions Species 

5/5oot Total population Yes 

Pediocactus bradyi Endangered 600 ll,ooo Total population Yes 

Asclepias welsh/i 

Pediocactus peeblesianus 
var. fickeiseniae 

Pediocacfus paradinei* 

Rosa stellata 

Camissonia exilis 

Threatened 582 

Category 1 250 

Category 1 Rare 

Category 2 143 
clumps 

Category 2 85 

Unknown 20 

l,cQ@ 7,020 
5,~ 

Rare zoo0 

143 5 
clumps 

Unknown 15 

Photo plot Total population 

3151 Distribution Yes 

None - Yes 

2/32 Number and No 
clumps distribution 

None Number and No 
distribution 

Astragalus ampullarius 

Astragalus cremnophylax 
var. myriorraphis 

Penstemon distans 

Category 2 Unknown 

Category 2 272 

Category 2 7,500 

Unknown 

Unknown 

50,ocQt 

Generally 
known 

Generally 
known 

570-5,500 

None 

5 plots 

2/f3 

Number and 
distribution 

Number and 
distribution 

Number and 
distribution 

No 

No 

No 

Astragalus 
holmgrenorium 

Category 2 Unknown Unknown 1,280 l/loot Distribution No 

Cirsium virginensis Category 2 Unknown Small Generally 
known 

None Distribution No 

Astragalus geyeri var. 
frigetekus 

Category 2 Unknown Unknown Unknown None Not located No 

* AS most occurs on U.S. Forest Service, that agency has studies on this cactus. 
** U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service (W/S) is source. 

See Appendix 21, Discussion on Candidate Plants. 

Candidate Cateaow 1 contains those species for which the FWS has sufficient information on hand to supporttheir being listed asthreatened 
or endangered. Category 1 species are likely to be proposed for listing in the foreseeable future and for that reason are included on species lists 
provided by us under Section 7 of the Act. 

Candidate Cateaorv 2 contains species for which the FWS does not have sufficient information on hand to support their being listed as 
threatened or endangered at this time. The FWS is actively seeking information on these species to determine if they warrant inclusion in a 
different category. Category 2 species are not included on species lists provided under Section 7 because their eventual status is uncertain, 

Candidate Cateaon/ 3 contains three subcategories. Subcategory 3A contains species that are no longer being considered for listing as 
threatened or endangered because the species is extinct, subcategory3B containsspecies not regarded as taxonomicallyvalid, and subcategory 
3C contains species more widespread or not subject to an identifiable threat. Any species in this category may be reevaluated if a change in 
condition warrants such, but they are not presently considered candidates for listing. 
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SUMMARY OF PAST ACTIVITY AND PROJECTIONS 

FOR OIL & GAS DEVELOPMENT 

Since no oil or gas has been produced from this area, it is difficult to know how much surface disturbance would 
occur as a result of field development. In order to assess the cumulative environmental effects of lease Issuance, several 
assumptions will be made concerning both exploration and hypothetical development of oil and gas in the district. 
These assumptions are outlined as follows: 

1. With the exception of wilderness areas, unleased areas would continue to be available for leases. 

2. Geologic history, source rock, reservoir rock, thermal regemine, sealing and trapping are assumed to all be 
appropriate for hydrocarbon origination, migration, accumulation and preservation in the sedimentary rocks at depths 
within the district. 

3. Any economically recoverable oil and gas accumulations occurring under leased lands would be developed. 

4. Exploration would continue at the same rate it has since exploration began in 1909. 

5. While exploration may occur throughout the district, development would occur only in those areas rated as having 
a moderate potential for hydrocarbon accumulation. 

6. One oil or gas field would be developed during the life of the plan. 

7. Disturbance associated with each well pad and access would average 8 acres. 

8. Reclamation of disturbed areas would be successful and all reclamation would commence immediately following 
cessation of exploration operations or depletion of the resource. Reclamation, consisting of reshaping the surface, soil 
stabilization and reestablishment of vegetation would be completed within ten years. 

9. Laws and regulations concerning the protection of other resource values including cultural resources and 
threatened or endangered plant and animal species would be complied with and would be effective. 

Based on the above assumptions, one oil and gas exploration well would be drilled on the average of every two 
years in the district. This would result in approximately 8 exploration wells being drilled over the life of the plan. Surface 
disturbance resulting from this exploration would total approximately 65 acres within the entire district. Assuming that 
no production would be established from any of these exploratory wells, reclamation would be initiated immediately 
following exploration operations. Reclamation would be successful and all disturbed areas would be fully reclaimed 
within ten years of exploration operations. 

For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that development of one oil or gas field would occur over the life of 
the plan. Oil fields in the immediate vicinity of the Arizona Strip District include the Virgin and Upper Valley fields. The 
Virgin oil field is not a good analog for oil field development because production from each well was so low (l-2 bbl/ 
day) and so many wellswere needed for production for the size of the area (250 wells/2,400 acres), that a field of this 
type could not be developed under current economic conditions. The Upper Valley field, in contrast, is a more realistic 
analog of the type of field development which may be expected on the Arizona Strip District. In this field, 3,350 acres 
have been proven productive. Development consists of 25 development wells. This equates to approximately one well 
per 130 acres. 

While no direct connection is inferred between this field and hydrocarbon accumulations which may underlie the 
district, the Upper Valley is an example of field type and size. Assuming a field size of 3,500 acres and an average well 
spacing of 80 acres, approximately 44 wells would be required to develop the hypothetical field. Assuming 8 acres 
disturbed per well, approximately 350 acres would be disturbed through field development. 
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APPENDICES 

IMPACTS FROM REASONABLY FORESEEABLE LOCATABLE MINERAL 
RESOURCE EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIVITY: 

1. Uranium (FY 1990-2005, 16 years) 

Exdoration 

For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that uranium resource exploration will continue in areas 
showing high favorability of occurrence. The exploration rate is also expected to continue at the same rate it 
has over the past 9 years. 

# cases with activity 688 cases 
# acres disturbed by exploration 430 acres 
# acres disturbed by exploration access 310 acres 
# acres disturbed by exploration (total) 740 acres 

Develooment 

Uranium resource development is expected to occur in areas of high uranium resource potential and no 
extensive overburden of volcanic or sedimentary rock which would significantly complicate exploration. For 
analysis purposes it is assumed that one new underground mine would be proposed each year over the life of 
the plan. Each mine would be in a development stage for approximately 2 years, production for 7 years, and 
reclaimed within 1 year of depletion of the ore body. 

# mine yard acres 
# upgraded access acres (mi) 
# new access acres (mi) 
# powerline acres (mi) 
# total acres 

240 acres 
180 acres (60) 
30 acres (7) 

100 acres (80) 
550 acres 

2. Gypsum (FY 1990-200516 years) 

For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that all exploration for and development of gypsum would be 
confined to those areas of high favorability for the occurrence of the resource located in the vicinity of T. 41 N., 
R. 11 and 12 W. This is due to the surface exposure of gypsum in this areaand nearby availability of power and 
a transportation network. Exploration and development is expected to occur at the same rate it has over the 
past eight years. 

# cases with activity 
# acres disturbed (exploration, mining, access) 

16 cases 
60 acres 

3. Other (P/ 1990-2005, 16 years) 

For the purposes of thisanalysis, lt isassumed that the exploration for other mineral resources will occur at the 
same rate it has over the past 8 years. The exploration for these mineral resources is expected to be confined 
to those areas of moderate to high favorability for the occurrence of locatable mineral resources. 

# cases with activity 
# acres disturbed (exploration, mining, access) 

16 cases 
5 acres 

4. Total acres disturbed (1990-2005) 1,355 acres 
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RMP ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

1 VALID MFP DECISIONS t-l 

I VALID ACTIVITY PLANS VALID EXISTING MANAGEMENT I- 

STANDARD OPERATING 
PROCEDURES 

ADEQUACY OF CURRENT 
MANAGEMENT h 

SCOPING/ISSUES DETERMINATIONS 

I 
(NEW DECISIONS NEEDED) 

1620 MANUAL 

D MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

2 

I LAND DISPOSAL AREAS ll 

I MINERAL POTENTIAL 

I RECREATION VALUES H 
1 

POTENTIAL ACECs 

IIFE PRIORITY AREAS l-l 

COMMON 
LESS FRAGILE 

AREAS 
A 

WATERSHED PRIORITY AREAS - 
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0 
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GUIDELINES 

MANAGEMENT 
GUIDANCE COMMON TO 1 
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APPENDIX 30 
FOREST MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES 

CATEGORY A 
Lands available for intensive management of forest products 

Areas where forest management is the primary use and where other resource uses or values occur but are not 
emphasized. 

CATEGORY B 
Lands available for restricted management of forest products 

Areas where multiple use or other resource values are emphasized but timber harvest occurs. 

CATEGORY C 
Lands where the forest management is for the enhancement of other uses 

Areas where forest management activities are specifically for the benefit of other identified resource uses or values. 

CATEGORY D 
Forest lands not available for management of forest products 

Areas where no forest management is planned. 
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ACRES PROPOSED WITHDRAWALS 
EXISTING WITHDRAWALS/ACRES FOR REVOCATION RETAINED 

Boulder Canyon (4,709) 4,709 * 0 

Federal Energy Commision R/W (149) 149 0 

Grand Canyon Game Preserve (29,255) 0 29,255 

Hybrid Oak (PLO 3701) (154) 154 * 0 

Nixon Spring Admin. Site (1) 0 1 

Public Water Reserves (1,000) 0 1,000 

Tanglefoot (F.S. Admin. Site) (40) 0 40 

Vermillion Cliffs Natural Area 
- Outside wilderness (28,000) 44 27,956 
- Inside wilderness (42,437) 0 42,437 

Virgin River Scenic Area 
- Outside wilderness (5,000) 0 5,000 
- Inside wilderness (17,000) 17,000 * 0 

Wilderness (265,600) 0 265,600 

TOTAL (393,345) I/ 22,056 371,289 S?/ 

* These acres were proposed for revocation in previous plans. 

I/ 59,437 of these acres are double-counted because they are included in two overlapping withdrawals. 

2/ 42,437 of these acres are double-counted because they are included in two overlapping withdrawals. 

. / 
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The following abbreviations are used in this RMP. The terms they represent are defined in the glossary. 

ACEC 
AGFD 
APD 
AMP 
ARPA 
AUM 
ELM 
C&MU 
CEQ 
CRMP 
EA 
EIS 
EPA 
ERMA 
ESA 
FLPMA 
FWS 

Area of critical environmental concern 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Application for permit to drill 
Allotment management plan 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
Animal unit month 
Bureau of Land Management 
Classifications and Multiple Use Act 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Coordinated resource management plan 
Environmental assessment 
Environmental impact statement 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Extensive recreation management area 
Endangered Species Act 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

HAZMAT Hazardous materials 
HMP 
HMAP 
KGS 
MFP 
MSA 
NAAQS 
NEPA 
NOI 
NRHP 
NHPA 
NWPS 
OHV 
PILT 
R&PP 
RCA 
RMA 
RMP 
ROD 
ROS 
R/w 
SHPO 
SMA 
SRMA 
USDI 
VRM 

Habitat management plan 
Herd Management Area Plan 
Known geologic structure 
Management framework plan 
Management situation analysis 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
National Environmental Policy Act 
Notice of intent 
National Register of Historic Places 
National Historic Preservation Act 
National Wilderness Preservation System 
Off-highway vehicle 
Payment in Lieu of Taxes 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act 
Resource conservation area 
Recreation management area 
Resource management plan 
Record of decision 
Recreation opportunity spectrum 
Right-of-Way 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Special management area 
Special recreation management area 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Visual resource management 

ACRE-FOOT: The volume of material or water that will 
cover an area of 1 acre to a depth of 1 foot (43,560 
cubic feet or 325,851 gallons). 

ACTIVITY PLAN: Adetailed, specific plan for manage- 
ment of a single resource program or plan element 
undertaken as necessary to implement the more 
general resource management plan (RMP) deci- 
sions. 

ADVERSE EFFECT (Cultural Resources): Alteration 
of the characteristics which contribute to the use(s) 
determined appropriate for a cultural resource o’r 
which qualify a cultural property for the National 
Register to such adegree that the appropriate use(s) 
are diminished or precluded or the cultural property 
is disqualified from National Register eligibility. Cri- 
teria in the regulations of the Advisory Council (316 
CFR Part 800) guide the determination of adverse 
effects. 

AIR POLLUTION: Accumulation of aerial wastes be- 
yond the concentrations that the atmosphere can 
absorband which may, in turn, damage the environ- 
ment. 

AIR QUALITY CLASSES: Classes established by the 
EPA that define the amount of air pollution consid- 
ered significant within an area: 

I: Almost any change in air quality would be consid- 
ered significant; 

II: Deterioration normally accompanying moderate, 
well-controlled growth would be considered ins@ 
nificant; 

Ill: Deterioration up to the national standards would 
be considered insignificant. 

AIRSHED: A region within which air movement tends 
to be confined by topographic barriers, meteorol- 
ogy, and local circulations. 

ALKALI SOIL: Soil having so high a degree of alkalin- 
ity (pH 8.5 or higher), or so high a percentage of ex- 
changeable sodium (15 percent or more of the total 
exchangeable bases), or both, that plant growth is 
restricted. 

ALLOTMENT: An area of land assigned to one or 
morelivestock operators for grazing livestock. Allot- 
ments generally consist of BLM land but may also 
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include state-owned and private land. An allotment 
may include one or more separate pastures. Live- 
stock numbers and seasons of use are specified for 
each allotment. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP): A live- 
stock grazing management plan for a specific allot- 
ment based on multiple-use resource management 
objectives. The AMP considers livestock grazing in 
relation to other uses of the range and in relation to 
renewable resources-watershed, vegetation and wiid- 
life. An AMP establishes the seasons-of-use, the 
number of livestock to be permitted on the range and 
the rangeland developments needed. 

ALTERNATIVES: Different ways of addressing the 
planning issues and management activities consid- 
ered in the planning process. These serve to provide 
the decision maker and the public a clear basis for 
choices among options. 

ALLUVIAL: Relating to or formed by water carrying 
and depositing rocks, soil, and other materials. 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY: Prevailing condition of the 
atmosphere at a given time: the outside air. Concen- 
tration levels in the outside air for a specified pollut- 
ant and a specified averaging time period within a 
given area. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM): The amount of forage 
necessary to sustain one cow, two burros or five 
sheep for 1 month. 

APPARENT TREND: Immediate or short-term ten- 
dency, used mainly to record vegetation response to 
management actions. 

AQUATIC HABITAT: Habitat that is inundated by 
water with a frequency sufficient to support a preva- 
lent form of aquatic life. 

AQUIFER: An underground body of rock or similar 
material capable of storing water and transmitting it 
to wells or springs. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL DISTRICT: An area that pro- 
vides a concentration of cultural properties in a dis- 
crete, definable location. 

ARCHAIC: Archaeological period of about 7,000 to 
300 B.C. 

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CON- 
CERN (ACEC): An area within the public lands 
where special management attention is required to 

protect important historic, cultural, or scenic values, 
fish and wildlife or natural systems or processes, or 
to protect life and safety from natural hazards. 

ARIZONA STRIP: The northwest portion of Arizona 
lying north of the Colorado River. 

AVERAGE LICENSED USE: The average number of 
AUMs authorized during the past 5 years. This figure 
depends on forage production and economics in 
any one year. 

BASELINE: Conditions, including trends, existing in 
the human environment before a proposed action is 
begun; a benchmarkstatefrom which environmental 
consequences are forecast and changes expected 
to occur under existing management are projected. 
(For National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA] pur- 
poses, existing management is the no-action alter- 
native.) 

BLOCK (verb)/BLOCKED-UP (adjective): verb to 
consolidate like things, such as ownership of land, 
e.g., the BLM acquires privately owned acreage in 
the middle of a large area of public land. 

BRECCIA PIPE: Avertical pipe-like column of broken 
rock. Occasionally these contain concentrations of 
metallic minerals deposited by mineralized fluids. 

BROWSE: As a verb, to consume or feed on (a plant); 
as a noun, the tender shoots, twigs, and leaves of 
trees and shrubs often used as food by cattle, deer, 
elk, and other animals. 

BRUSH: Vegetation consisting primarily of bushes 
and shrubs, usually undesirable for livestock or tim- 
ber management. It may sometimes be of value for 
browse or for watershed protection. 

BUTTE: An isolated hill with steep sides and a flat top. 

CANDIDATE SPECIES: 
Category I: Plant and animal species for which the 
FWS currently has on file substantial information to 
support a proposal to list as threatened or endan- 
gered. 

Category II: Plant and animal species for which cur- 
rent information indicates that a proposal to list as 
threatened or endangered is possibly appropriate, 
but for which more information is needed to support 
a listing proposal. 

CARRYING CAPACITY (GRAZING): The maximum 
stocking rate possible without inducing damage to 
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vegetation or related resources such as watershed. 
Normally expressed in terms of acres per AUMs, or 
sometimes referred to as the total AUMs that are 
available in any given area, such as a grazing aliot- 
ment. 

CARRYING CAPACITY (RECREATION): The maxi- 
mum number of people at one time that an area or 
facility can accommodate without impairing the natu- 
ral, cultural, or developed resource. 

C&MU CLASSIFICATION: Lands classified underthe 
Classification and Multiple Use Act. 

CHAINING: A method of vegetation treatment in 
which large, woody species such as pinyon and juni- 
per are removed with a heavy chain dragged be- 
tween two bulldozers. 

CHANGE AGENT: The apparent cause of an environ- 
mental consequence, an antecedent related empiri- 
cally to an environmental consequence. 

CLIMAXVEGETATION: The final vegetation commu- 
nity that emerges after a series of successive vegeta- 
tional stages. The climax community perpetuates 
itself indefinitely unless disturbed by outside forces. 
This differs from the potential natural community in 
that it does not include naturalized non-native spe- 
cies. 

COMMON VARIETY: Mineral deposits which do not 
possess a distinct special economic value over and 
above the normal use of the general run of such 
deposits. 

COMMON VARIETIES: Mineral deposits which, al- 
though they may have value for use In trade, manu- 
facture, the sciences, or in the mechanical or orna- 
mental arts, do not possess a distinct special eco- 
nomlc value over and above the normal uses of the 
general run of such deposits. 

COMMUNITY: A group of plants and animals living 
together in a common area and having close interac- 
tions. 

CONDITIONALFIRESUPPRESSION: Current (1933) 
BLM policy of planning fire suppression actions to 
minimize costs based on acceptable resource loss in 
certain areas. 

CONSERVATION FOR FUTURE USE: A cultural 
resource will be separated and protected from other 
noncompatible land uses and preserved In place be- 
cause (1) that particular site type Is scarce or unique, 

(2) its information potential cannot be realized through 
availablearchaeological methodsor (3) lt represents 
an outstanding example of a particular site type. 

CONTRAST (VISUAL): The effect of a striking differ- 
ence in the form, line, color, or texture of an area 
being viewed. 

CONTRAST RATING: A method of determining the 
extent of visual Impact of an existing or proposed 
activity that will modify any landscape feature. 

COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PIAN 
(CRMP): A plan for management of one or more 
allotments that Involves all the affected resources, 
e.g., range, wildlife and watershed. 

CRITICAL SOILS: Soils that (1) contain very highly 
saline soils and/or (2) are very highly susceptible to 
water erosion. 

CRITICAL WATERSHED: An area of soils that (1) 
have a high potential for salt yield; (2) are subject to 
severe water and wind erosion when disturbed; (3) 
have high runoff potentlal during storm events; (4) 
are subject to frequent flooding; or (5) have a poten- 
tial for loss of vegetation productivity under high 
rates of wind or water erosion. 

CRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITAT: An area of land, 
water and airspace required for the normal needs 
and survival of a species. 

CRUCIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT: Sensitive use areas 
that are necessary to the existence, perpetuation, or 
introduction of one or more species during critical 
periods of their life cycles. 

CRYPTOGAMIC SOIL: A plant that reproduces by 
spores Instead of by seeds (e.g., mosses, algae, and 
fungi), which occurs on the soil surface and gener- 
ally produces an Irregular crust. 

CULTURAL CLEARANCE: A statement, based upon 
an Inventory, that a given tract of land contains no 
cultural resource values or that, if cultural resources 
are present documents evaluation, need for consul- 
tation pursuant to NHPA and the stipulations to 
address potential project effect. 

CULTURAL PROPERTY: Any definite location of 
past human activii, habbation or use ldentifii through 
a field inventory (see below), historical documenta- 
tion or oral evidence. This term may include (1) ar- 
chaeological or historic sites, structures and places 
and (2) sites or places of traditional cultural or reli- 
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gious importance to a specific group, whether or not 
represented by physical remains. Cultural proper- 
ties are managed by the system of inventory evalu- 
ation and protection and use. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY: A descriptive 
listing and documentation of cultural resources, 
including photographs and maps; included are the 
processes of locating, identifying, and recording 
sites, structures, buildings, objects, and districts 
through library and archival research, information 
from persons knowledgeable about cultural resources, 
and varying levels of intensity of on-the-ground field 
surveys. Three classes of cultural resource invento- 
ries are: 

I (Existing data inventory): An inventory study of a 
defined area designed to provide (1) a narrative 
overview derived from existing cultural resource in- 
formation, and (2) a compilation of existing cultural 
resource site record data on which to base the 
development of BLM’s site record system. 

II (Sampling field inventory): A sample-oriented 
field inventory designed to locate and record, from 
surface and exposed profile indications, all cultural 
resource sites within a portion of a defined area in a 
manner that will allow an objective estimate of the 
nature and distribution of cultural resources In the 
entire defined area. 

III (Intensive field inventory): An intensive field in- 
ventory designed to locate and record, from surface 
and exposed profile indications, all cultural resource 
sites within a specified area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES: Those fragile and nonre- 
newable remains of human activities, occupations, 
and endeavors as reflected in sites, buildings, struc- 
tures, or objects, including works of art, architecture, 
and engineering. Cultural resources are commonly 
discussed as prehistoric and historic values, but 
each period represents a part of the full continuum of 
cultural values from the earliest to the most recent. 

CULTURAL SITE: A physical location of past human 
activities or events. Cultural resource sites are ex- 
tremely variable In size and range from the location 
of a single cultural resource object to a cluster of 
cultural resource structures with associated objects 
and features. Prehistoric and historic sites which are 
recorded as cultural resources have sociocultural or 
scientific values, meet criterion of being more than 
50 years old, and meet criteria for component con- 
tent. 

CUSTODIAL MANAGEMENT: A limited form of re- 
source management employed on lands with low 
resource production potential that are producing 
near potential and where opportunlties for positive 
economic return on public Investment do not exist. 

DESIGNATED RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDOR: A par- 
cel of land, either linear or areal, that has been 
Identified by law, by Secretarial Order, through the 
land use planning process, or by other management 
decision, as a preferred location for existing and 
future right- of-way grants and suitable to accommo- 
date more than one type of right-of-way or one or 
more rights-of-way which are similar, identical, or 
compatible. 

DESIRED PLANT COMMUNITY: A plant community 
which produces the kind, proportion, and amount of 
vegetation necessary for meeting or exceeding the 
land use plan goals and activity plan objectives 
established for the site. The DPC becomes the 
vegetation management objective for the site and 
must be consistent with the site’s capability to pro- 
duce the desired vegetationthrough management, 
land treatment and/or a combination of the two. 

DIRECTIONAL DRILLING: Slant drilling or drilling at 
an angle. Directional drilling is sometimes utilized 
when the operator is not allowed to occupy the 
surface of a given tract of land, but still wishes to drill 
a structure or target beneath that tract. 

DISTANCE ZONE: The area that can be seen from a 
travel route as foreground-middleground (up to 3 to 
5 miles), background (from foreground-middleground 
up to 15 miles), and areas which are seldom seen (or 
beyond 15 miles). 

DRAINAGE BASIN: An area bounded by a water 
parting and drained by a particular riverand its tribu- 
taries (watershed). 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS: The present state of vegeta- 
tion of an ecological site in relation to the natural 
potential plant community for that site. It is an ex- 
pression of the relative degree to which the kinds, 
proportions, and amounts of plants in a plant com- 
munity resemble that of the PNC plant community. 
Ecological status was formerly known as range 
condition. 

ECOLOGICAL SITE: A distinctive segment of land 
that differs from other kinds of land in its ability to 
produce a characteristic natural plant community. 
An ecological site is the product of all the environ- 

A-82 



mental factors responsible for its development. It Is 
capable of supporting a native plant community 
typified byan association of species that differs from 
that of other ecological sites In the kind or proportion 
of species or In total production. Ecological site Is 
synonymous with range site. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: The change, positive or nega- 
tive, in economic conditions (including distribution 
and stability of employment and Income in affected 
local and regional economies) that directly or lndi- 
rectly result from an activity, project, or program. 

ECOSYSTEM: A complex, self-sustaining natural sys- 
tem which Includes living and nonliving components 
of the environment and the clrculatlon of matter and 
energy between organisms and their environment. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES: An animal or plant whose 
prospects of survival and reproduction are In imme- 
diate jeopardy, and as further defined by the Endan- 
gered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973 (as amended): 
Federal law to ensure that no federal action will 
jeopardizefederallyllsted or proposed threatened or 
endangered species of plants or animals. 

ENVIRONMENTALASSESSMENT (EA): The proce- 
dure for analyzing the impacts of some proposed 
action on a given environment and the documenta- 
tion of the analysis. An EA Is similar to an environ- 
mental Impact statement (EIS) but ls generally smaller 
in scope. An EA may be preliminary to an EIS. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCE: A temporal or 
spatial change In the human environment caused by 
human acts. The change should be (1) perceptible, 
(2) measurable, and (3) relatable through a change 
agent to a proposed action or alternative. A conse- 
quence is something that follows an antecedent (as 
a cause or agent). Consequences are synonymous 
with impacts and effects. In the CEQ regulations, 
consequences are caused by a proposed action (40 
CFR 1508.7; 1508.8; 1508.14). 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS): A 
written analysis of the impacts on the environment of 
a proposed project or RMP. 

EPHEMERAL STREAM: A stream that flows only 
briefly after a storm or during snowmelt. 

EROSION: The wearing away of the soil and surface 
by running water, wind, Ice or other geological agents. 
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EVALUATION (Cultural Resources): The analysis of 
cultural resource inventory records, the application 
of professional judgment to Identify characteristics 
that contribute to possible uses for recorded cultural 
resources, and the recommendation of appropriate 
use(s) for each resource or group of resources. Na- 
tional Register eligibility criteria, 36 CFR Part 60, are 
interpreted through or with reference to Bureau 
evaluation criteria. 

EXCAVATION (ARCHAEOLOGICAL): The scientifi- 
cally controlled recovery of subsurface materials 
and information from a cultural site. Recovery tech- 
niques are relevant to research problems and are 
designed to produce maximum knowledge about 
the site’s use, Its relation to other sites and the natural 
environment, and Its significance in the maintenance 
of the cultural system. 

EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDOR: A parcel of 
land, without fixed limits or boundaries, that is being 
used as the location for one or more rights-of-way. 

EXOTIC PLANTS: Those plant species that are not 
native to an area. 

EXTENSIVE RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREAS 
(ERMAs): Areas where recreation is unstructured 
and dispersed and where minimal recreation-related 
investments are required. ERMAs, which constitute 
the majority of the Arizona Strip public land, provide 
recreation visitors the freedom of choice with mini- 
mal regulatory constraint. 

FEDERALLAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT 
OF 1976 (FLPMA): Public Law 94-579, which gives 
the BLM legal authority to establish public land pol- 
icy, to establish guidelines for administering such 
policy and to provide for the management, protec- 
tion, development and enhancement of the public 
land. 

FEDERAL LAND: Land owned by the United States, 
without reference to how the land was acquired or 
which federal agencyadministersthe land, including 
mineral or coal estates underlying private surface. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT: The integration of fire protec- 
tion, prescribed burning, and fire ecology knowl- 
edge into multiple use planning, decision making, 
and land management activities. Fire management 
Is a program, not of letting fires burn, but rather of 
placing fire In perspective with overall land manage- 
ment objectives to fulfill the needs of society. 
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FLOOD PEAK: The highest value of the stage or 
discharge attained by a flood; thus, peak stage or 
peak discharge. 

FLOODPLAIN: The nearly level alluvial plain that bor- 
ders a stream or river and is subject to inundation 
during high water periods; the relatively flat area or 
lowland adjoining a body of standing or flowing 
water which has been or might be mered by floodwa- 
ters. 

FORAGE: Vegetation of all forms available for animal 
consumption. 

FORB: A broad-leaved herb other than grass. 

FORMATIVE: Archaeological period of about 300 
B.C. to 1250 A.D. Sometimes referred to as Anasazi 
or Pueblo period. 

FREQUENCY: A quantitative expression of the pres- 
ence or absence of individuals of a species in a 
population. It is defined as the percentage of occur- 
rence of a species in a series of samples of uniform 
size. 

FULL FIRE SUPPRESSION: An all-out effort to extin- 
guish wildfires to prevent unacceptable resource 
damage or loss of life and property. 

GOAL: The desired state or condition that a resource 
management policy or program is designed to achieve. 
A goal is usually not quantifiable and may not have a 
specific date by which it is to be completed. Goals 
are the bases from which objectives are developed. 

GRAZING PREFERENCE: The total number of AUMs 
of livestock grazing on public lands apportioned and 
attached to base property owned or controlled by a 
permittee or lessee. Active preference and sus- 
pended preference combined make up total grazing 
preference. 

GRAZING SYSTEM: Sequence of livestock grazing, 
by area, designed to accomplish management ob- 
jectives. 

GROUNDWATER: Water filling the unblocked pores 
of underlying material below the water table. 

HABITAT: A specific set of physical conditions that 
surround the single species, a group of species, or a 
large community. In wildlife management, the major 
components of habitat are considered to be food, 
water, cover, and living space. 
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HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN (HMP): A written 
and officially approved plan for a specific geographic 
area which identifies wildlife habitat and related ob- 
jectives, establishes the sequence of actions for 
achieving objectives and outlines procedures for 
evaluating accomplishments. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE OR MATERIAL (HAZMAT): 
Any substance that poses a threat to the health or 
safety of persons or the environment. These include 
any material that is toxic, ignitable, corrosive or ra- 
dioactive. 

HERD MANAGEMENT AREA PLAN (HMAP): A plan 
for the management of a geographic area used by 
wild horses or burros. An HMAP outlines details of a 
burro or horse capture plan, adoption program and 
long-term management of populations. 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT: The natural and physical 
environment and the relationship of people with that 
environment. (See complete definition in the CEQ 
regulations, 40 CFR 1503.14.) 

INDICATOR: An element of the human environment 
affected, or potentially affected, by a change agent. 
An indicator can be a structural component, a func- 
tional process, or an index. A key indicator inte- 
grates several system elements in such a way as to 
indicate the general health of that system. 

INDIRECT EFFECT: Economic impacts that result 
when supporting industries sell goods or services to 
directly affected industries or businesses. 

INDIRECT OR INDUCED EMPLOYMENT: Employ- 
ment in all sectors of a regional economy resulting 
from an increase or decrease in direct employment. 

INHOLDING: A tract of land, located within a large 
block of public land, that is owned by a private indi- 
vidual or by the state. 

INTEGRAL VISTA: A viewshed, or area of view, from 
a pristine location, such as from a Class I air quality 
area, that has been identified as being an important 
attribute to the area from which it is being viewed. 

INTERDISCIPLINARY APPROACH: Cooperative, inter- 
active consultation and analysis among individuals 
representing two or more disciplines. Such an ap- 
proach should “ensure the integrated use of the natu- 
ral and social sciencesand the environmental design 
arts in planning and in decision making, which may 
have an impact on the human environment” [NEPA 
1WW)1~ 



INTRUSION (VISUAL): A land, vegetation, or struc- 
tural feature that is generally considered out of con- 
text with the characteristic landscape. 

ISOLATED TRACT: A parcel of public lands sur- 
rounded by non-federal lands. 

ISSUE: See planning issue. 

KEY AREA: A relatively small portion of a rangeland 
selected because of its location, use, or grazing 
value as an area on which to monitor the effects of 
grazing use. Key areas, if properly selected, will 
probably the effects of current grazing management 
over all or part of a pasture, allotment, or other 
grazing unit. 

KNOWN GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE (KGS): An area 
where an accumulation of oil or gas has been discov- 
ered by drilling and determined to be productive; the 
limits of the KGS include all acreage that is presump- 
tively productive. 

LAND DISPOSAL: A transaction that leads to the 
transfer of title of public lands from the federal gov- 
ernment. 

LAND TREATMENT: Alteration of the soil and/or 
vegetation of an area by mechanical, biological, or 
chemical means, or by burning. Land treatments are 
implemented to reduce erosion or improve vegeta- 
tion for livestock or wildlife. 

LEACH MINING: The technique of mineral extraction 
where a variety of chemical solutions are used to 
extract minerals which are soluble within those liq- 
uids. This technique may be used to extract minerals 
from abandoned tailings, crushed ores and in-place 
ores. 

LEASABLE MINERALS: Minerals such as coal, oil 
shale, oil and gas, phosphate, potash, sodium, geo- 
thermal resources and all other minerals that may be 
acquired under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as 
amended. 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: The description of a particu- 
lar parcel of land according to the official plat of its 
cadastral survey, induding tcxunship, range and section 
numbers. 

LIMITED SUPPRESSION: A policy of limiting fire sup- 
pression activity in areas where the expense associ- 
ated with usual suppression procedures is not war- 
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ranted (usually because of extreme suppression dif- 
ficulty or because the values threatened are low). 

LOCATABLE MINERALS: Any valuable mineral that 
is not salable or leasable, including gold, silver, cop- 
per, tungsten and uranium, etc. (Maley, 1983). 

LODE MINING: Extraction of minerals from deposits 
which are still in place within the confines of the 
surrounding country rock. 

M, I, AND C CATEGORIZATION: The grouping of 
grazing allotments into three different categories 
(M = maintain, I = improve, and C = custodial) for 
management purposes. 

MANAGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN (MFP): Aplan- 
ning decision document prepared before the effec- 
tive date of the regulations implementing the land 
use planning provisions of FLPMA. 

MANAGEMENT SITUATION ANALYSIS (MSA): A 
step in the BLM planning processthat identifies exist- 
ing management, physical resources and opportuni- 
ties to meet the needs, concerns and issues ldenti- 
fied through resource management planning. The 
MSA results in a reference document, which is kept 
in the resource area office. The MSA document is 
open for public inspection but is not distributed to the 
public. 

MANAGEMENT USE: Study of a cultural resource to 
obtain specific information on (1) the kinds and rates 
of natural and human-caused deterioration or (2) the 
effectiveness of protection measures. 

METALLIC MINERALS: Those minerals whose native 
form is metallic or whose principal products after 
refinement are metallic. 

MINERAL ENTRY: The location of mining claims by 
an individual to protect his/her right to a valuable 
mineral. 

MINERAL ESTATE: Mineral and/or subsurface own- 
ership. 

MINERAL WITHDRAWAL: Closure of land to mining 
laws, including sales, leasing and location, subject to 
valid existing rights. 

MITIGATING MEASURES: Methods used (often in- 
cluded as stipulations or special conditions attached 
to a lease) to reduce the significance of or eliminate 
an anticipated environmental impact. 

A-85 



GLOSSARY 

MITIGATION: The lessening of a potential adverse 
effect by applying appropriate protection measures, 
the recovery of cultural resource data or other meas- 
ures. 

MONITORING: The orderly collection and analysis of 
data to evaluate progress In meeting resource man- 
agement objectives. Monitoring may also Include 
(1) the collection of data to evaluate progress in com- 
plying with laws, regulations, policies, executive or- 
ders, and management decisions, and (2) the collec- 
tion of data to assist In resource protection. Sam- 
pling of data and observation of progress toward 
plan objectives, the accuracy of impact analysis, and 
the effectiveness of mitigation measures are also of 
particular Interest in terms of RMP monitoring activi- 
ties. 

MOTORIZED TRAVEL: Travel in any motorized ve- 
hicle for recreation purposes; includes driving or 
riding in off-highway areas (OHV travel). 

MULTIPLE-USE: Management of public lands and 
their various resource values so that they are used in 
the combination best meeting the present and future 
needs of the American people. Relative resource 
values are considered, not necessarily the combina- 
tion of uses that will give the greatest potential eco- 
nomic return or the greatest unit output. 

NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 
(NAAQS): National standards, established under 
the Clear Air Act by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), prescribing levels of pollution in the 
outdoor air which may not be exceeded. There are 
two levels of NAAQS: primary (set at a level to 
protect the public health from air pollution damage), 
and secondary (set at a level to protect public welfare 
from air pollution damage. 

NATIONALENVIRONMENTALPOLICY ACT (NEPA) 
OF 1969: A law enacted on January 1, 1970 that 
established a national policy to maintain conditions 
under which people and nature can exist in produc- 
tive harmony and fulfill the social, economic and 
other requirements of present and future genera- 
tions of Americans. It established the Council on En- 
vironmental Quality for coordinating environmental 
matters at the federal level and to seNe as advisor to 
the President on such matters. The law made all 
federal actions and proposals which could have 
significant Impact on the environment subject to 
review by federal, state and local environmental 
authorities. 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 
(NHPA): The primary federal law providing for the 
protection and preservation of our cultural resources. 
Making it a national policy to preserve our cultural 
heritage, NHPA established the National Register of 
Historic Places, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and State Historic Preservation Offi- 
cers. 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES 
(NRHP): A list of districts, sites, buildings, structures 
and objects significant in American history, architec- 
ture, archaeology and culture maintained by the 
Secretary of the Interior. Expanded as authorized by 
Section 2(b) of the Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 
U.S.C. 462) and Section 101 (a)(l) (A) of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. Archaeological and his- 
torical sites are evaluated and managed based on 
eligibility for nomination. 

NAllONAL WlLDERNESS PRESERVATlON SYSTEM: 
A system composed of federally owned areas desig- 
nated by Congress as wilderness areas. These areas 
shall be administered for the use and enjoyment of 
the American people; management actions will pre- 
serve wilderness values for future use and enjoy- 
ment. 

NATURAL AREA: Land managed for retention of (1) 
its typical or unusual plant or animal types, associa- 
tions or other biotic phenomena or (2) its outstand- 
ing scenic, geologic, soil or aquatic features or proc- 
esses. 

NATURAL HAZARD: A natural characteristic of land 
orwater resources orareas that: (1) constitutes con- 
ditions significantly dangerous, or potentially signifi- 
cantly dangerous, to human life, or property, or that 
(2) would be significantly dangerous to life or the 
safety of property if development or other activity 
were permitted. Such a hazard may be either exist- 
ing or considered likely to occur in the future. 

NEPA DOCUMENTATION: A document prepared to 
assess environmental impacts of a proposed action, 
as required by NEPA and the CEQ regulations at 40 
CFR 1500. Four types of documents could be pre- 
pared, depending on the scope of the proposal: an 
environmental impact statement, for major actions; 
and environmental assessment, for actions with no 
significant impacts; a categorical exclusion, for cer- 
tain actions predetermined to have no significant 
impacts; or a preemptory rejection, for projects that 
are not feasible from a legal or technical standpoint. 
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NONPOINT POLLUTION: That from scattered sources, 
as opposed to pollution from one location, e.g., 
manufacturing plant. 

NONUSE: Current authorized grazing use (In AUMs) 
that is not used during a given time period. Nonuse 
is applied for and authorized on an annual basis. 

NOTlCE OF INTENT (NOI): A notice submitted to 
BLM by a geophysical exploration company outlin- 
ing a proposed oil and gas exploration program. 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE (OH!/): Any motorized ve- 
hicle designed for cross-country travel over any type 
of natural terrain. Exclusions (from Executive Order 
11844, as amended by Executive Order 11989) are 
any military, fire, emergency or law enforcement 
vehicles while being used for emergency purposes, 
any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized or 
otherwise officially approved, vehicles In official use 
and any combat support vehicle in times of national 
defense emergencies. 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE DESIGNATIONS: 
Open: Designated areas and trails where OHVs may 
be operated (subject to operating regulations and 
vehicle standards set forth In BLM Manuals 8341 and 
8343). 

Limited: Designated areas and trails where the use 
of OHVs is subject to restrictions, such as limiting 
the number or types of vehicles allowed, dates and 
times of use (seasonal restrictions); limiting use to 
existing roads and trails or limiting use to designated 
roads and trails. Combinations of restrictions are 
possible, such as limiting use to certain types of 
vehicles during certain times of the year. 

Closed: Designated areas, roads and trails where 
the use of OHVs is permanently or temporarily pro- 
hibited. Emergency use of vehicles is allowed. 

OLD GROWTH: Yellow pine is the local name given to 
old growth ponderosa pine, generally older than 150 
years, having reddish-brown to yellow bark with 
wide, smooth plates. It is distinctly different In ap- 
pearance from the relatively young “blackjack pine” 
which has dark bark with narrow, rough ridges. 

PALATABILITY: The relish with which a particular 
species or plant part is consumed by an animal. 

PALEOINDIAN: Archaeological period of about 10,000 
to 7,000 B.C. 

PALEONTOLOGY: The study of fossils. 

PARTICULATE MATTER: Any material, except water, 
in a chemically uncombined form that is or has been 
airborne and exists as a liquid or solid at standard 
temperature and pressure. Minute particles of coal 
dust, fly ash, and oxides temporarily suspended in 
the atmosphere. 

PASTURE: As used in this document, a subdivision 
of a grazing allotment. 

PATENT: A government deed that conveys legal title 
for land to an individual or another government 
entity. 

PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES (PILT): Payments to 
local or state governments based on ownership of 
federal land and not directly dependent on produc- 
tion of outputs or receipt sharing. 

PERMEABILITY (SOIL): The ease with which gases 
or liquids penetrate or pass through soil. 

PETROGLYPH: Prehistoric rock art, pecked, scratched 
or abraded into a stone surface. 

PHENOLOGY: The science concerned with periodic 
biological events in their relation to seasonal climatic 
changes. Plant phenology refers to dates of sprout- 
ing, flowerlng, seed production, and regrowth, as 
well as other observable occurrences in plant devel- 
opment. 

PICTOGRAPH: Prehistoric rock art, either drawn or 
painted onto a stone surface. 

PLACER MINING: That form of mining in which the 
surficial detritus (surface soil) is washed for gold or 
other valuable minerals (Dictionary of Geologic Terms, 
Anchor Press, 1979). 

PLANNING CRITERIA: The standards or rules and 
other factors developed by the manager and inter- 
disciplinary team for their use in forming judgments 
about decision maklng, analysis, and data collection 
during planning. 

PLAN OF OPERATIONS: As used in this document, a 
plan submitted by an operator (lessee or mining 
claimant) which outlines in detail proposed explora- 
tion and mining activities that would disturb more 
than 5 acres. 
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PLANT VIGOR: The relative well-being and health of 
a plant as reflected by lts ability to manufacture suf- 
ficient food for growth and maintenance. 

POTENTIAL NATURAL COMMUNITY VEGETA- 
TION: The final vegetation community that emerges 
after a series of successive vegetational stages. The 
climax community perpetuates itself indefinitely un- 
less disturbed by outside forces. 

POT HUNTING: Illegal collection of artifacts, either 
from the land surface or by digging into an archaeo- 
logical site. 

PREFERRED: That plan alternative, in the draft envi- 
ronmental analysis or impact statement, which 
management has Initially selected as offering the 
most acceptable resolution of the planning issues 
and management concerns. 

PRESCRIBED FIRE: The skillful application of fire to 
natural fuels under conditions of weather, fuel mois- 
ture, soil moisture, etc., that will allow confinement of 
the fire to a predetermined area and at the same time 
produce the Intensity of heat and rate of spread re- 
quired to accomplish certain planned benefits to one 
or more objectives of wildlife management, grazing, 
hazard reduction, etc. Its objective is to employ fire 
scientifically to realize maximum benefits at mini- 
mum damage and acceptable cost. 

PRIMITIVE RECREATION: Non-motorized and un- 
developed types of outdoor recreation activities. 

PROPER USE: (1) A degree of utilization of current 
year’s growth which, if continued, would achieve the 
management objectivesand maintain or improve the 
long-term productivity of the site; or (2) the percent- 
age a plant is utillzed when the rangeland as a whole 
is properly utilized. Proper use varies with time and 
systems of grazing. Proper use is synonymous with 
proper utilization. 

PUBLIC LAND: Vacant, unappropriated and unre- 
served land that remains in federal stewardship; 
also, land in federal stewardship obtained in ex- 
change for private land or for timber on public land; 
land administered by the BLM for the benefit of the 
public. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: Part of the BLM’s planning 
system that provides the opportunity for citizens as 
individuals or groups to express local, regional and 
national perspectives and concerns in the rulemak- 
ing, decision making, inventory and planning proc- 
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essesfor public land. This includes public meetings, 
hearings or advisory boards or panels that may 
review resource management proposals and offer 
suggestions or criticisms for the various alternatives 
considered. 

PUBLIC VALUES: A cultural property is eligible for 
consideration as an Interpretive exhibit-in-place, a 
subject of supervised participation In scientific or 
historical study or related educational and recrea- 
tional uses by members of the general public. 

RANGE IMPROVEMENT: An authorized activity or 
program on or relating to rangelands which is de- 
signed to improve production of forage; change 
vegetation composition; control patterns of use; 
provide water; stabilize soil and water conditions; 
and provide habitat for livestock, wild horses and 
burros, and wildlife. The term includes structures, 
treatment projects, and mechanical means to ac- 
complish the desired results. 

RANGELAND: A kind of land that supportsvegetation 
useful for grazing or browsing, on which routine 
management of that vegetation is through manipula- 
tion of grazing ratherthan cultural practices. (Range- 
lands include natural grasslands, marshes, riparian 
zones, and wet meadows. Rangeland includes lands 
revegetated naturally or artificially to provide a plant 
cover which is managed like native vegetation.) 

RANGE SITE: See ecological site. 

RECREATION AND PUBLIC PURPOSES ACT 
(R&PP): An act that authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to lease or convey public land for recrea- 
tional and public purposes under specified condi- 
tions to states or their political subdivisions and to 
nonprofit corporations and associations. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (RMA): An 
area requiring explicit recreation management to 
achieve the Bureau’s recreation objectives and to 
provide specific recreation opportunities. Special 
management areas are identified in the RMP, which 
alsodefines the management objectives for thearea. 
The BLM’s recreation investments are concentrated 
in these areas. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM (ROS): 
A conceptual framework for inventory, planning, and 
management of recreation resources. 

RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY: Those outdoor 
recreational activities which offer satisfaction in a 
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particular physical, social and management setting 
in the EIS area. Theseactivities are primarily hunting, 
fishing, wildlife viewing, photography, boating and 
camping. 

REHABILITATION: Restoration of damaged or lost 
environment as nearly as possible to its original 
state. 

REMOTENESS: Recreation experience opportunities 
in backcountry, natural-appearing settings. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA (RNA): A natural area 
established and maintained for research and educa- 
tion, which may include (1) typical or unusual plant or 
animal types, associations or other biotic phenom- 
ena or (2) characteristic or outstanding geologic, soil 
or aquatic features or processes. The public may be 
excluded or restricted from such areas to protect 
studies. 

RESOURCE AREA: The smallest administrative sub- 
division of a BLM district. 

RESOURCECONSERVATION AREA (RCA): Anarea 
where several important resource values and uses 
such as wildlife, woodlands, recreation, cultural, 
grazing, watershed overlap requiring detailed coor- 
dinated resource management planning to reduce 
conflicts, improve resource conditions, protect sig- 
nificant resources and to design management sys- 
tems and monitoring. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP): A writ- 
ten land use plan that outlines BLM’s decisions and 
strategies for managing resources in a particular 
area. The RMP replaced the MFP in BLM’s planning 
system. 

REST-ROTATION GRAZING SYSTEM: A grazing 
plan providing for systematic and sequential grazing 
by livestock and resting from livestock use on a 
range area to provide for production of livestock 
while maintaining or improving the vegetation and 
soil fertility. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY: The legal right for use, occupancy, 
or access across land or water areas for a specified 
purpose or purposes. Also, the lands covered by 
such a right. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDOR: The designation of an 
existing group of rights-of-way capable of accom- 
modating one or more compatible rights-of-way of 
like kind. Such a corridor contains only public land. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT (AREAS): Areas of land directly 
influenced by permanent water and having visible 
characteristics, e.g., vegetation, reflective of the 
presence of permanent water, i.e., surface and/or 
subsurface. 

SALABLE MINERALS: Minerals such as common 
varieties of sand, stone, gravel, pumicite and clay 
that may be acquired under the Materials Act of 1947, 
as amended. 

SALINE SOIL: Soil containing soluble salts in an 
amount that impairs growth of plants. A saline soil 
does not contain excess exchangeable sodium. 

SALINITY: A measure of total dissolved solids (TDS) 
including all inorganic material in solution, whether 
ionized or not. 

SCENIC CORRIDOR: The area encompassing the 
foreground-middleground zone along roadways. 

SCENIC QUALITY: The visual aesthetics of an area, 
based on the key factors: landforms, vegetation, 
color, water, influence of adjacent scenery, scarcity, 
and amount of cultural modification. It indicates the 
visual quality of an area relative to other scenery in 
the region. BLM ratings are A= exceptional/extraor- 
dinary; B = moderate; and C = low/common. 

SCOPING PROCESS: An early and open process for 
determining the scope of issues to be addressed and 
for identifying the significant issues related to a 
proposed action. Scoping may involve public meet- 
ings, field interviews with representatives of agen- 
cies and interest groups, discussions with resource 
specialists and managers, written comments in re- 
sponse to news releases, direct mailingsand articles 
about the proposed action and scoping meetings. 

SEASON OF USE: The time of livestock grazing on 
a range area. 

SEDIMENT: Soil or mineral material transported by 
water and deposited in streams or other bodies of 
water. 

SEDIMENTYIELD: The total amount of eroded mate- 
rial that completes the journey from its source to a 
downstream control point, such as a reservoir. 

SENSITIVE SOILS: Soils that are erodible, have a 
relatively high content of clay and silt, and are slightly 
to moderately saline. 
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SENSITIVE SPECIES (PLANTS AND ANIMALS): 
Species occurring on public landsand requiring spe- 
cial management attention to protect it and to pre- 
vent irreparable damage to the important resources 
or other natural systems or processes on which it 
depends. The sensitlve list is made up of species 
listed in category 3C in the Federal Register, Vol. 50 
No. 166, September 27, 1965, page 39526. 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL (VISUAL): An index of the re- 
sponse to visual change In an area based on such 
weighted criteria as social attitudes, amount of use, 
types of resource uses, management attitudes, etc. 
Levels are classified as high, medium, or low. 

SERAL COMMUNITY: One of a series of biotic com- 
munities that follow one another in time on any given 
area. Seral community is synonymous with succes- 
sional community and may be synonymous with 
seral stage and successional stage. 

SERAL STAGE: See seral community. 

SHRUB: A plant that has a persistent woody stem, a 
relatively low growth habitat, and generally produces 
several basal shoots instead of a single trunk. 

SOCIOCULTURAL USE: A social and/or cultural 
group perceives that a cultural resources, place, 
structure or geographic location has characteristics 
which help maintain the group’s heritage or identity. 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREA (SMA): An area re- 
ceiving more intensive management for one or more 
resources, such as riparian, cultural or wildlife. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA 
(SRMA): An area where special or more intensive 
types of recreation management are needed. Rec- 
reation activity plans are required and greater mana- 
gerial Investments (e.g. facilities, supervision, inter- 
pretation, etc.) can be anticipated. Includes areas 
which are: (1) congressionally recognized--such as 
wild and scenic rivers, national trail system, national 
recreation areas, wilderness areas, and portions of 
national conservation areas; (2) administratively rec- 
ognized--where significant recreation issues and 
management concerns (such as user conflicts, visi- 
tor safety, or resource damage) exist for which spe- 
cial or more Intensive management may be required. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES: Wildlife and plant spe- 
cies either federally listed or proposed for listing as 
endangered or threatened, state-listed or BLMde- 
termlned priority species. 

SPLIT ESTATE: The surface estate and the mineral 
estate of a parcel of land belong to different owners. 

STABlLlZATlON (CULTURAL): Protective techniques 
usually applied to structures and ruins to keep them 
in their existing condition, prevent further deteriora- 
tion, and provide structural safety without significant 
rebuilding. 

STAGNANT PLANT COMMUNITY: An undynamic 
plant community which Is dominated by one or two 
plant species so thoroughly that change in plant spe- 
cies over time is undetectable over long time peri- 
ods. Examples are monocultures of sagebrush, 
pinyon-juniper, etc. 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER: The 
official who is appointed by the Governor to be re- 
sponsiblefor administering the State Historic Preser- 
vation Program pursuant to Section 101 (b)(l) of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

STATE INDEMNITY SELECTION: Land owed to the 
state to replace land that the state would have re- 
ceived as a term of statehood but did not because 
the land was already appropriated under the public 
land laws or was within adjacent states. 

STIPULATION: A requirement, usually dealing with 
protection of the environment, that is made a part of 
a lease, grant, or other authorizing document. 

SUBSURFACE MINERALS: Minerals found below 
the earth’s surface, including oil and gas. 

THREATENED SPECIES: Any plant or animal spe- 
cies that is likely to become an endangered species 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range, as 
defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under 
theauthority of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

TOPOGRAPHY: The relief and contour of the land, 
especially when taken collectively, as over a region 
or large area. 

TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS (TDS): All inorganic 
material in solution, whether ionized or not. 

TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATES (TSP): All 
solid or semisolid material found in the atmosphere. 

TREND: The direction of change in range condition 
(ecological status or resource value ratings) ob- 
served over time. 
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TRESPASS: The use of public land without proper 
authority, resulting either from a willful or negligent 
act. 

UNDESIRABLE PLANT COMMUNITY: A plant com- 
munity which produces the kind, proportion, and 
amount of vegetation that fail to meet land use plan 
and activity plan goals and objectives established for 
the site. The UPC is the inconsistent to the desirable 
plant community and with the site’s capability. 

UTILIZATION: The proportion or degree of current 
year’s forage production that is consumed or de- 
stroyed by animals (including insects). May refer to 
either a single plant species, a group of species, or 
the vegetation as a whole. Utilization is synonymous 
with use. 

VEGETATION TYPE: A kind of existing plant commu- 
nity with distinguishable characteristics described in 
terms of the present vegetation that dominates the 
aspect by physiognomy of the area. 

VISITOR DAY: Twelve visitor hours which may be 
aggregated continuously, intermittently, or simuita- 
neousiy by one or more persons. 

VISUAL DISTANCE ZONE: The normal distance of 
viewers from an area being viewed: foreground/ 
middleground (up to 5 miles); background (up to 15 
miles); and seldom seen (more than 15 miles or 
areas screened from normal viewpoints). 

VISUAL ELEMENTS: The elements that determine 
how the character of a landscape is perceived. Form: 
the shapes of objects such as landforms or patterns 
in the landscape. Line: perceivable linear changes 
in contrast resulting from abrupt differences in form, 
color, and texture. Color: the reflected light of 
different wave lengths that enables the eye to differ- 
entiate otherwise identical objects. Texture: the 
visual result of variation in the surface of an object. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM) 
CLASSES: Classification containing specific objec- 
tives for maintaining or enhancing visual resources, 
including the amount of acceptable change to the 
existing landscape to meet established visual goals. 

WATER QUALITY: The chemical, physical and bio- 
logical characteristics of water with respect to its 
suitability for a particular use. 

WATER TABLE: The upper level of an unconfined 
underground water body. 

WATERSHED: A total area of land above a given point 
on a waterway that contributes runoff water to the 
flow at that point. 

WATERSHED CONDITION: An assessment, or cate- 
gorization, of an allotment in terms of current erosion 
conditions, erosion hazards and the soil moisture/ 
temperature regime. 

WETLANDS: Lands including swamps, marshes, bogs, 
and similar areas such as wet meadows, river over- 
flows, mud flats, and natural ponds. 

WILDERNESS AREA: An area officially designated as 
wilderness by Congress. Wilderness areas will be 
managed to preservewilderness characteristics and 
shall bedevoted to the public purposes of consetva- 
tion and recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, 
and historical uses. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POLICY: The BLM 
policy that governs administration of public lands 
designated as wilderness areas by Congress. It is 
based on the Wilderness Act of 1964 and FLPMA of 
1976. FLPMA requires a wilderness area to be a 
roadless area or island that has been inventoried and 
found to have wilderness characteristics as described 
in Section 603 of FLPMA and in Section 1 (c) of the 
Wilderness Act. 

WILDLIFE: All species of mammals, birds, fish, am- 
phibians, and reptiles found in a wild state. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT: All elements of a wild animal’s 
environment necessary for completion of its life cyde, 
including food, cover, water, and living space. 

WITHDRAWAL: An action that restricts the disposal of 
public land and holds It for specific public purposes; 
also, public land that has been dedicated to public 
purposes. 
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